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SENATE-Monday, August 3, 1987 
August 3, 1987 

The Senate met at 12 noon, on the 
expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the Honorable 
THOMAS A. DASCHLE, a Senator from 
the State of South Dakota. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Rich

ard C. Halverson, D.D., offered the fol
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
He that dwelleth in the secret place 

of the most High shall abide under the 
shadow of the Almighty. I will say of 
the Lord, He is my refuge and my for
tress: my God; in Him will I trust.
Psalm 91: 1-2. 

Most High God, thank You for the 
profound assurance given us by the 
psalmist. In the light of this promise, 
earnestly I beseech You on behalf of 
the Senators, their staffs, and their 
families today. As we begin this week, 
with its predictable delays, diversions, 
frustrations, and tensions-grant to 
leadership and Members a very special 
sense of Your presence. Remind them 
of Your provision, Your awareness of 
their situation, Your promise to sus
tain, to strengthen, to support, to sat
isfy human need in the midst of con
troversy and conflict. Make the words 
of the psalmist relevant to the unfold
ing drama of these hours of pressure. 
In spite of us, if necessary, infuse this 
place with Your love, Your peace. In 
the name of the Prince of Peace. 
Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. STENNIS]. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

u.s. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, August 3, 1987. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I 
hereby appoint the Honorable THOMAS A. 
DASCHLE, a Senator from the State of South 
Dakota, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

JOHN C. STENNIS, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. DASCHLE thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President protem
pore. 

<Legislative day of Tuesday, June 23, 1987) 

RECOGNITION OF THE 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Under the standing order the 
majority leader is recognized. 

AGENDA 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I hope a 

little later to ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to take up the 
catastrophic illness legislation. If we 
can do that I suppose that could be 
disposed of today or certainly today 
and tomorrow, and I think it would be 
well if that item could be disposed of 
before we go out on the August break. 

If there is objection to going to that, 
I shall ask for the regular order which 
will bring back the campaign financing 
reform bill. That legislation could be 
interrupted and would be during the 
afternoon if we can have ready the 
FSLIC conference report. 

Also, I would hope to dispose of the 
Greenspan nomination during the 
afternoon. 

So all in all, I should think that we 
should have some rollcall votes today, 
possibly about midafternoon or later, 
and I have discussed these briefly with 
the distinguished Republican leader 
and I hope that we might be able to 
make progress accordingly. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that I may reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

RECOGNITION OF THE REPUBLICAN LEADER 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the standing order the 
Republican leader is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me in
dicate to the majority leader that I 
think there will be an objection to the 
catastrophic illness bill. I understand 
there are a number of Members on 
both sides who are concerned about 
certain provisions but I will confirm 
that if the majority leader will let me 
know if he intends to make that re
quest. I will have one of those who 
object on the floor. 

I have asked staff to prepare a list of 
legislative matters which have been 
cleared on this side. I know some may 
not have been cleared on that side. 
But I will simply hand that list to the 
majority leader. There may be some 
things we cannot agree on. On drug 
testing, Calendar No. 97, I do not 
think we will agree to that. 

Calendar No. 219, NTIA authoriza
tion; Coast Guard authorization; air-

port and airways authorization; NOAA 
authorization; and improving commod
ity distribution I guess would be 
cleared by tomorrow. We have already 
mentioned the FSLIC conference 
report, and then there is a bill by Sen- 1 

ator WEICKER dealing with the Titanic 
that I will give to the majority leader. 

Any of those we could agree on. 
Mr. BYRD. Very well. I thank the 

distinguished Republican leader. 
If the Republican leader will yield, I 

would like to begin at the bottom of 
the calendar and indicate certain 
measures that perhaps we could agree 
to do by unanimous consent: Calendar 
Order Nos. 280, 277, 272, 271, 269, 268, 
261, 249; we could do those by unani
mous consent and get them off the 
calendar. 

There are some, among which I be
lieve the distinguished Republican 
leader made some reference, that are 
linked to other calendar numbers and 
on which there may be some jurisdic
tional problems and maybe an amend
ment on which our staff is trying to 
work out time agreements. 

I would assure the Republican 
leader that the staff on this side will 
be continuing to discuss with the staff 
on that side and our own staffs any 
effort to work out time agreements re
garding some of these measures. 

I note there are several measures 
that have been reported out of the 
Rules Committee, for example, Calen
dar Order Nos. 265, 266, 267, 275, and 
276, which have been reported out of 
the Rules Committee on which there 
are holds on the Republican side of 
the aisle. I would hope those holds can 
be lifted. 

I find it difficult to understand why 
all the holds are being placed on Rules 
Committee resolutions. 

Mr. President, I ask that the time I 
have consumed be taken out of my 
time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. BYRD. Perhaps the distin
guished Republican leader would wish 
to respond. 

Mr. DOLE. I cannot respond to the 
last request, but I will check the other 
calendar items the majority leader 
mentioned and see if we can dispose of 
those by unanimous consent. I will try 
to check into the reason for the holds 
on various resolutions from the Rules 
Committee. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. I noted one hold on 
a resolution that provides for the 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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printing of the pamphlet entitled 
"The Constitution of the United 
States of America." I wondered why 
anyone would want to hold that up. 

Anyhow, I thank the distinguished 
Republican leader. 

Mr. DOLE. I think there is some 
problem there, but I will try to find 
out precisely. 

INTERNATIONAL SPECIAL 
OLYMPICS DAY 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, today I 
want to pay tribute to the thousands 
of mentally disabled individuals in our 
Nation who are competing in the 
International Special Olympics this 
week. 

Earlier this year, Congress enacted, 
and the President signed legislation, 
declaring the week of August 2 
through August 8, 1987 as "Interna
tional Special Olympics Week"; and 
today, August 3, as "International 
Special Olympics Day." We are cele
brating this week what began as an ex
periment in the 1960's, and which has 
grown in the hearts and minds of 
those involved to equal the Interna
tional Olympics. This week culminates 
a year in which more than 1 million 
athletes competed, in 16 official 
sports, in 19,000 grassroots programs, 
in every State of this Nation, and 
more than 70 countries around the 
world. 

The Special Olympics Program, 
while testing physical fitness, has the 
ultimate goal of promoting the psy
chological and social development of 
the mentally handicapped. It 
strengthens their confidence, instills 
pride, and lets all of us know what 
they can honestly do if given the 
chance. 

Yesterday, more than 4,000 mentally 
disabled individuals marched proudly 
into Notre Dame's Football Stadium. 
Their chins were held high, their faces 
showed confidence, their walk was de
termined. There was a sense of 
achievement that I think many of us 
would like to have. Even before the 
events began, I think it was obvious 
that the program has already achieved 
its goal. 

While I honor the participants, I 
want to take a moment to acknowl
edge the work of Eunice and Sargent 
Shriver and the 500,000 volunteers 
who helped put the Special Olympics 
Program together this year. What 
began on the Shriver farm in Mary
land 20 years ago has become a symbol 
to us all of what mentally disabled in
dividuals can do. For myself, and I be
lieve for all of us here, I would like to 
thank the Shrivers for their leader
ship and their dedication. 

BICENTENNIAL MINUTE 
AUGUST 3 , 1944: HARRY S. TRUMAN RESIGNS AS 

TRUMAN COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, on August 
3, 1944, 43 years ago today, Senator 
Harry S. Truman resigned as chair
man, and member, of the Special 
Senate Committee to Investigate the 
National Defense Program. He took 
this action after receiving the Demo
cratic Party's Vice Presidential nomi
nation. His letter of resignation tells 
us a great deal about his sense of polit
ical propriety, and about the success 
of his committee. 

He said: 
It is one of the regrets of my lifetime that 

this had to be done. But frankly, under the 
present circumstances, I am of the opinion 
that any statement, hearing, or report for 
which I would be responsible would be con
sidered by many to have been motivated by 
political considerations. 

The Missouri Senator concluded: 
The accomplishments of the commit4ee in 

the past largely have been due to the fact 
that all its members, Democrats and Repub
licans alike, were able to work together in 
harmony without partisanship. 

It was Harry Truman's work on the 
special commit4ee that first brought 
him to national prominence. In early 
1941, months before United States 
entry into World War II, he called for 
the creation of a Senate committee to 
examine military inefficiency and cur
ruption. He initiated a personal inves
tigation of wasteful practices at Fort 
Leonard Wood, MO, and ended up 
driving 30,000 miles visiting military 
bases in the South and East. Truman's 
hard work and enthusiasm helped con
vince the Senate to form the special 
investigative committee in March 
1941, and to name hil'n its chairman. 

Senator Truman effectively led his 
committee in improving national de
fense by documenting widespread mis
management. Despite the controver
sial nature of its investigations, the 
committee always produced unani
mous reports. As chairman, Truman 
demonstrated dedication, integrity, 
and leadership ability. These qualities, 
in addition to his unassuming nature, 
made Truman one of the Senate's 
most admired and respected Members. 

GERMANY IS NOT A PART OF 
THE INF TALKS 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the obsta
cles to an agreement on intermediate
range nuclear forces in Europe-or 
"INF" -have been falling one by one. 
Most recently, Soviet leader Mikhail 
Gorbachev accepted an American pro
posal which makes good sense. Global 
"double-zero" will make an agreement 
easier to verify, and will truly rid the 
world of an entire class of nuclear 
weapons. 

Soon after this development, the 
United States negotiators informed 
their Soviet counterparts that we 

would accept their proposal that all 
missiles covered by the INF agreement 
should be destroyed-not converted to 
other uses. 

This is the way a negotiation should 
be. Now, with most of the disagree
ments on major principles ironed out, 
the way should be cleared for the ne
gotiating teams to hammer out the all
important details. Let us not forget 
that this Senate is going to insist on 
the most effective verification regime 
possible. 

With each new burst of optimism, I 
have cautioned that we should keep 
our feet on the ground. There is still 
much work to be done. 

Unfortunately, instead of getting 
down to business on details, the Sovi
ets are harping on 72 Pershing-! mis
siles owned by the Federal Republic of 
Germany. Their dogged public pursuit 
of this issue can only be designed to 
cause dissension in NATO. 

It will not work. The United States 
cannot break a long-standing pattern 
of cooperation with one of its closest 
allies; it cannot negotiate away what 
belongs to Germany. Neither should 
the Soviets expect us to stand idly by 
while they agitate for a concession 
which may appear to have originated 
in Bonn. 

It is time to drop the issue of the 
German missiles, and get on with ne
gotiating the details of an INF agree
ment-especially on verification. I 
hope that such an effort will be suc
cessful. But I know that the Soviets 
should not try to make us choose be
tween an agreement and an ally. 

Mr. President, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there be a 
period for morning business not to 
extend beyond 12:30 p.m. today, and 
that Senators may speak therein up to 
5 minutes each. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

AGRICULTURE EXPORTS 
Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 

wish to rise quite briefly to discuss ag
riculture exports and the most recent 
weekly roundup from the USDA show
ing that the situation in agriculture 
exports has indeed improved. For 
wheat, for the year that just conclud
ed, a total of 22,300,000 tons were ex
ported last year, in 1985-1986 year. 
This year, it was 24.5 million tons, an 
increase of about 10 percent. And that 
is the equivalent of about 900 billion 
bushels. 

Corn also has gone up very nicely 
and grain sorghum. Soybeans is down 
just a little bit, though new orders are 
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about 3 times what they were at this 
point last year. So that there is appar
ently going to be a nice pickup there, 
too. Rice and cotton. Much has been 
said about rice and cotton. Indeed, 
they are up quite spectacularly par
ticularly cotton. And then wheat, 
which began the new marketing year 
on the 1st of June, shows some really 
good signs of perking up. 

Mr. President, wheat shows an in
crease of about 50 percent in this new 
marketing year that began on the 1st 
of June. Indeed, new orders are almost 
double what they were at this time 
last year. 

I ask unanimous consent that a table 
with these figures be printed in the 
REcORD and also an article from the 
Journal of Commerce, dated July 27, 
1987. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

The 1985-86 data for corn and grain sor
ghum have been adjusted to include ship
ments reported during the month of Sep
tember, so a meaningful comparison can be 
made. Data are measured in thousand units 
<metric tons/bales). 

Year Accumulated exports Outstanding sales 
Commodity begin-

ing 1985-86 1986-87 1985-86 1986- 87 

Wheat. .......... ........... June 1 22,314 24,558 ·········2:923"" .. ·· ·s:4ss Corn. ........ .... ... Sept. 1 29,153 32,600 
Grain sorghum ......... Sept. 1 3,936 4.141 875 931 
Soybeans ... ......... Sept. 1 18,956 17,882 847 2,290 
Rice ......................... Aug. 1 1,521 2,247 271 436 
Cotton Aug. 1 1.756 5,826 176 839 

1986-87 1987-88 1986-87 1987-88 

New marketing 
year: Wheat. 

June! 2.440 3,352 4,927 8,019 

[From the Journal of Commerce, Monday 
July 27, 19871 

U.S. GRAIN SALES LOOK UP 
CHAMPAIGN, lLL.-Farmers in the United 

States, who have been through "six rough 
years," are beginning to regain important 
export markets for commodities like corn, 
the president of the U.S. Feed Grains Coun
cil said. 

"We feel good to be able to start reporting 
that we've bottomed out and things are 
turning up," said Darwin Stolte, whose or
ganization helps find customers for U.S. 
grain. "That's the encouraging signal." 

Mr. Stolte said the value of U.S. agricul
tural exports, an important factor in a 
healthy farm economy, fell from $44 billion 
in 1979-80 to $26 billion in 1985-86. 

And, in about the same period, the export 
volume of feed grains dropped from 71.6 
million metric tons to 36 million tons, he 
said. 

But Mr. Stolte said U.S. sales of feed grain 
abroad should increase by a total of 14 mil
lion tons this year and next year, partly be
cause of a federal farm program that has 
lowered prices to competitive levels on the 
workl markets. 

World trade in feed grain will increase 7 
million tons in that same two-year period, 
Mr. Stolte said. 

"What those two numbers tell you is ... 
We're starting to see recovery in the world 
marketplace," he said. 

In addition, he said it shows that the 1985 
federal farm bill is working. 

"We're getting back a lot of that trade 
that we lost in previous years simply be
cause we're being competitive," Mr. Stolte 
said. 

That, he said, has persuaded some coun
tries, like Australia and Canada, to reduce 
the acreage of crops that were growing to 
sell on foreign markets in competition with 
the United States. 

Aggressive marketing of U.S. farm prod
ucts also is helping to reverse the export 
slump, Mr. Stolte said. 

Other factors are the lower value of the 
dollar, which makes our products less ex
pensive abroad, and higher petroleum 
prices, which improve the buying power of 
oil-producing nations, he said. 

He also said some nations like Egypt and 
Turkey are improving their economies and 
spending more money on food. 

At the same time, Mr. Stolte said U.S. 
farmers are reducing their production, 
which will help get rid of the huge grain 
surplus that has depressed farm prices. 

He praised a recent proposal by the 
Reagan administration that all nations end 
all export and internal subsidies on grain 
sales and production and open their doors to 
free world trade. 

He said that was "a daring first step 
toward a more rational trading system for 
agricultural commodities," but he cautioned 
against the United States unilaterally drop
ping its farm subsidies. 

Mr. Stolte answered questions at a news 
conference before a scheduled speech to a 
Champaign Chamber of Commerce dinner 
sponsored by its agricultural committee. 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
conclude by saying that, as is men
tioned in this article, it is the farm bill 
of 1985 that has given some new life to 
exports and has currently ended the 
downward spiral of the farm situation. 
So we are more optimistic now as we 
look to the future in rural America 
and certainly the farm export figures 
would back this up. 

I yield the floor. 

THE NATIONAL PRICE OF R&D 
CONCENTRATION IN THE MILI
TARY 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President a 

scholar named Jay Storsky has made 
an impressively documented study of 
the effect of the heavy concentration 
of much of America's science and tech
nology on military weapons research. 
Storsky is a research fellow at the 
Berkeley Roundtable on the Interna
tional Economy. He has written a 
report of his study in the fall 1986 
issue of the World Policy Journal. 
This scholar concludes that the domi
nance of the military in American re
search in many areas is already ad
versely affecting the scientific and 
commercial progress of this country in 
some important respects. Many of our 
best and brightest scientists are being 
diverted to military research that has 
little or no relation to building a 
stronger economy. In fact Mr. Storsky 
concludes that the way the Defense 
Department presently conducts its re-

search could have at least two major 
adverse consequences for America's 
leadership in science and technology. 
First as the current military technolo
gy requirements grow more over spe
cialized and unrelated to economic 
competition the billions of dollars the 
Government spends on military R&D 
pull available scientific personnel and 
resources away from research that 
could benefit our civilian sector. 
Second, as the Defense Department 
sees military technology lagging 
behind commercial technology, it has 
pushed American commercial firms 
into its own Pentagon R&D sector to 
boost the military performance. 
Storsky argues "it would be ironic if 
this effort ended up undermining not 
only the technical superiority of the 
Pentagon's weaponry but the very or
ganizational habits that enabled 
America's civilian high-tech sectors to 
be so innovative and commercially suc
cessful in the first place." 

Mr. President, the arithmetic of the 
DOD big government invasion of 
America's economic technology is im
pressive. Roughly a third of this coun
try's spending on R&D is defense re
lated. It's worse. According to a 1983 
National Science Foundation report 
between 70 and 80 percent of the fund
ing for the real cutting edge technol
ogies is military. That's the lasers, ad
vanced material and artificial intelli
gence. A 1985 NSF report showed that 
about three quarters of all federally 
funded R&D is presently linked to 
military programs up from 50 percent 
in the late 1970's. And a 1985 article in 
Physics Today reports that only 2 per
cent of the DOD R&D money is for 
basic research and less than 20 percent 
goes for R&D of basic technologies 
most likely to produce commercial 
spin offs that could enhance U.S. com
petitiveness in world markets. 

Storsky offers a vivid example of 
how the dominance of military tech
nology in the United States and the 
absence of military technology in 
Japan handicaps our country in its 
competition with the Japanese. He 
cites the different treatment of re
search with respect to lasers in the 
two countries. For America with our 
emphatic priority for the strategic de
fense initiative [SDil or star wars
nearly all of SDI's x-ray laser research 
aims at extremely high-powered appli
cation-specific uses-in fact typically 
powered by a nuclear explosion. 

Now how about the Japanese? In a 
June 1986 article in High Technology 
Kerry Fineran points out that the 
Japanese Government is funding pri
vate commercial research into lasers 
for immediate nonmilitary purposes. 
That is carbon dioxide and solid state 
lasers designed for industrial uses, 
such as welding and semiconductor 
diode lasers that can power compact 
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disc players and fiber optics communi
cations equipment. 

Mr. President, our country has many 
great military advantages-including 
our relatively sheltered geographic lo
cation, our large and skilled popula
tion, our rich national resources, our 
immensely productive free economic 
system. But in this era of military 
technology our scientific excellence is 
crucial. How tragic it would be for our 
national security and our survival as a 
great nation if we permitted the diver
sion and perversion of this scientific 
excellen~e for short-term fleeting mili
tary advantage. 

THE KUWAIT REFLAGGING 
FIASCO 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 
now let's get this straight. The United 
States is providing armed escorts to 
ships flying American flags that don't 
belong to us, which are carrying oil 
that is not going to us, for countries 
that won't escort their own ships. We 
are taking risks for an oil-producing 
nation that tried to blackmail us and 
bring us to our knees economically. 
American lives will be in jeopardy be
cause this same country refuses to 
allow us to base minesweepers in their 
ports to protect their ships and their 
oil from mines. 

Speaking of mines, the United 
States, the greatest sea power in the 
world has a grand total of three 40-
year-old active duty minesweepers-all 
based on the east coast. Minesweepers, 
after all, are not glamorous budget 
items. 

Meanwhile, overhead in the Persian 
Gulf, the Saudi's will not allow the 
aircraft we sold them to protect our 
ships. Nor will they allow us to station 
our aircraft in their country to protect 
our ships. Our aircraft are subject to 
attack from Iranian United States
made Hawk missiles which may be 
operational only because we sold them 
the spare parts in the covert Iran 
arms-for-hostage deal. 

Our good friend, the People's Re
public of China, to whom we are sell
ing arms, has supplied Iran with mis
siles which could attack our ships. Our 
friends the Swedes have provided the 
fast patrol boats for Iranian hit and 
run missions. The Iranians are flying 
one of the most advanced fighters in 
the world-the F-14 with its Phoenix 
missile system because we imprudently 
sold them to the Shah. 

So who do we have to thank when 
our first ship gets hit or goes down? 
There are so many choices to pick 
from. 

MALCOLM BALDRIGE 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, our 

Nation has suffered a great loss be
cause of the death of Secretary of 
Commerce, Malcolm Baldrige. He was 

so well liked and so well respected by 
all who knew him. He was kind and 
considerate to others, but he was very 
intelligent and could be bluntly deci
sive when forming and expressing his 
opinions about things. 

Mac Baldrige was a real leader, too. 
He was persuasive. He had the ability, 
the self-confidence, and the skill to in
fluence others; to make them think 
like he did because they were con
vinced he was right. 

He had that effect on me, Mr. Presi
dent. I remember hearing him discuss 
his concern that our Nation's business
es were at a disadvantage in their 
effort to compete with foreign busi
nesses because of some of our own 
laws and our regulations. 

One example was the antitrust law, 
section 7 of the Clayton Act to be spe
cific, which is being interpreted and 
applied b9 some courts to prevent the 
merger of businesses and companies 
engaged in similar activities. 

It was his opinion that this law 
ought to be modernized; that it ought 
to be brought up to date, and that the 
effect of foreign competition ought to 
be considered when we were determin
ing whether or not a merger would 
result in anticompetitive or monopolis
tic business power. 

I hope that when we get around to 
changing that law, Mr. President, we 
remember who it was who so forceful
ly urged that we consider the practical 
effect that this law was having on our 
failure to compete more effectively in 
the international and even the domes
tic marketplace. 

For many of us, Malcolm Baldrige 
was also a good friend and he will 
truly be missed very greatly. 

Our thoughts and prayers go out to 
his fine family. 

At this time I cannot help but feel 
that all of us have been blessed to 
have had the benefit of his wisdom, 
his personality, and his force in our 
Government. I wish that we had more 
men like him. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 

THE COMMUNITY EFFORTS OF 
MR. JAMES C. BECKETT 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to salute the community orient
ed efforts of one of my constituents, 
Mr. James C. Beckett, of Cynthiana, 
KY. All too often here in Washington 
we tend to think and believe that we 
have a monopoly on the best solutions 
to the many problems troubling our 
States, cities, and small communities. 
We sometimes think that these solu
tions can only be realized through our 
broad, national approaches to these 
problems. Mr. Beckett, however, re
minds me that there is an important 
message that should not be missed as 
we address the business of the Senate. 

The message is quite simple, and it is 
not new. But it deserves restating from 

time to time as a reminder to national 
policymakers. The message is this: 
The best solutions in this country 
often come from those that have the 
problems. Although there are many 
vital programs which have been devel
oped at the Federal level and which 
we should continue to strongly sup
port, it is still true that the most suc
cessful communities in this country 
are those with people interested in 
seeking their own solutions and help
ing themselves . and those around 
them. 

Mr. Beckett is such a person. He is a 
leather craftsman in Cynthiana, KY 
and, among other things, he is espe
cially concerned with the many diffi
cult problems confronting the youth 
in this country. In particular, Mr. 
Beckett has been supportive of the 
many people and programs designed to 
help young people to "say no" to 
drugs. 

Mr. President, I recognize this leath
er craftsman from Cynthiana today 
for his special efforts to find a way in 
which he could personally contribute 
to a solution to the drug problems 
facing young people in his community. 
Mr. Beckett contributed his most valu
able resources-his hands and his ex
perience-and has crafted a large 
number of jacket zipper tabs with the 
words "Say" and "No" inscribed on 
them. Together with the Cynthiana 
Downtown Merchants Association, sev
eral programs have been planned this 
fall for the youth of Harrison County, 
KY relating to this problem, and Mr. 
Beckett hopes to distribute the tabs to 
every child in the county. His efforts 
are part of a larger plan of the Cynth
iana community to send this vital mes
sage to its young people. 

Mr. President, I bring these actions 
to the attention of the Senate as an 
example of the necessary ingredients 
of potentially successful solutions. I 
believe the efforts of Mr. Beckett and 
the citizens of Harrison County in 
helping themselves to help their 
young people are as valuable as any 
broad solution that could have been 
crafted at the national level. I there
fore commend Mr. Beckett for his ac
tions and intentions, and hope that he 
will serve as a role model for many 
others in his community and beyond. 

FUTURE UNITED STATES 
ASSISTANCE TO PAKISTAN 

<Note: In the REcORD of Friday, July 
31, 1987, during the remarks of Mr. 
GLENN, one of the exhibits requested 
to be printed in the RECORD was omit
ted, that is, an article from the 
London Sunday Times of July 26, 
1987. In the permanent RECORD the ar
ticle will be included in the middle 
column of page 21882, as follows:> 



21954 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE August 3, 1987 
[From the London Sunday Times, July 26, 

1987] 
A-BOMB PLOT IS LINKED TO EMBASSY 

(By Mark Hosenball and James Adams) 
Pakistan's embassy in London was directly 

involved in an unsuccessful attempt to buy 
special steel used in the production of nucle
ar weapons, according to American intelli
gence officials investigating a suspected plot 
in the United States to export nuclear bomb 
materials illegally to Pakistan. 

The allegation casts further doubt on de
nials by the Pakistani government that it 
knows nothing about secret efforts by busi
nessmen in Canada and London to obtain 
the special, high-grade steel for export to 
Pakistan. 

Last week, The Sunday Times revealed 
that Mohammed Iqbal Fareed, 55, a Canadi
an national with business interests in 
London, had been identified as a suspect in 
the plot. 

Between April and August 1985, American 
intelligence sources say, Abdul Jamil, an of
ficial at the Pakistan embassy in Lowndes 
Square, London, contacted the London sales 
office of Carpenter Steel, a Pennsylvania 
company which makes a super-hard metal 
called maraging steel. 

Jamil indicated that the Pakistani govern
ment was interested in acquiring 50,000 
pounds of the metal. 

Because of its use in the production of nu
clear weapons, the steel cannot be exported 
from the United States without a special 
export permit and, according to American 
officials, Carpenter Steel sought assurance 
from the Pakistanis that the material would 
not be used in their nuclear weapons pro
gramme. 

The deal never went through because the 
American commerce department ordered 
Carpenter Steel to cancel it. 

Jamil said he was merely . .. an accounts 
officer and that he knew nothing about 
weapons technology. He said that in Febru
ary 1985, the embassy had contacted Car
penter's office in Worcestershire asking for 
details on a "few types of steel" . Jamil said: 
''They sent us details of stainless steel they 
produced. But they also told us about mar
aging steel." 

Jamil said that in April that year a repre
sentative from the company visited the em
bassy to follow up the inquiry. "I asked our 
defense procurement people in Pakistan if 
we needed any maraging steel, which I un
derstand is used for making missile parts 
and rifle barrels." 

Jamil said he was mystified by the allega
tions. He said a small order for stainless and 
maraging steel was placed. When the com
pany said there would be problems over 
export licenses for the latter, he told them 
to forget about it. 

The Americans have long suspected that 
Pakistan is actively pursuing a nuclear 
weapons programme. The new wave of alle
gations came two weeks ago after American 
Customs agents in Philadelphia arrested 
Arshad Pervez, a Toronto businessman, and 
charged him with attempting to obtain 
50,000 tons of maraging steel from Carpen
ter Steel and illegally export it to Pakistan. 
Pervez is being held without bail in an 
American prison. 

American officials now believe that after 
the Pakistani embassy in London failed to 
acquire the steel through a direct approach 
to the American manufacturer, the Paki
stani government activated a clandestine 
network of front companies set up for the 
express purpose of secretly obtaining nucle
ar bomb materials from the West. 

The latest revelations are expected to fuel 
demands in Congress for a curb on Ameri
can aid to Pakistan. 

TRIBUTE TO MRS. MABEL AMOS 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am 

proud to rise, today to pay tribute to a 
dear friend, Mrs. Mabel Amos, of 
Montgomery, AL, who provided many, 
many years of outstanding service to 
my home State of Alabama. Mrs. 
Amos began her public service in 1931, 
when she was appointed to the Reve
nue Department by Gov. Benjamin 
Meek Miller. In 1939 she was appoint
ed by Gov. Frank Dixon as an assist
ant in his office, and he later named 
her recording secretary. From 1939 to 
1966 she worked under six different 
Governors as recording secretary, serv
ing until 1966, when she ran and was 
elected to the office of secreta2y of 
state. Mrs Amos then served for two 
terms as secretary of state. 

Though Mrs. Amos retired from 
public service in 1975, she was the 
honoree of a surprise dinner that was 
held on January 29 of this year. 
Former Governors, Supreme Court 
Justices, appellate court judges, State 
senators and representatives, and 
many others who have loved and ad
mired her throughout the many years 
of her public service attended, toasted, 
and roasted her. The next day the 
mayor of Montgomery issued a procla
mation which declared January 30, 
1987, as Mabel Amos Day. 

Mrs. Amos richly deserves all praise 
and thanks which could ever come her 
way. She has worked through many 
years to help make Alabama what it is 
today. And throughout her service to 
our State she has won the respect of 
all. 

Mr. President, I have finally received 
a copy of the proclamation which was 
made by the mayor of Montgomery, as 
well as an editorial that was made on 
television and a document entitled 
"Saluting the Record of Mabel S. 
Amos." I ask unanimous consent that 
these documents, as well as a letter 
that I wrote to Mrs. Amos that was 
read at the dinner, be included in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I hope that 
each of my colleagues has an opportu
nity to see what an outstanding serv
ice Mrs. Mabel S. Amos has provided 
to my State and our Nation. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SALUTING THE RECORD OF MABEL S. AMOS 

Recently, the many friends of Mabel S. 
Amos from across the State of Alabama 
gave her a "Surprise Dinner Party", honor
ing her for her many years of dedicated 
public service. 

She was roasted, toasted, and generally 
discussed by former governors, supreme 
court judges, as well as appellate court 
judges, senators and representatives of the 
Legislature, preachers, dignitaries and 
many, many others who worked with her 
over the past forty-four years. 

Mabel Amos came to Montgomery from 
Conecuh County during the depth of the 
Deep Depression in 1931. Governor Benja
min Meek Miller gave her a job as a state 
employee and assigned her to the Revenue 
Department. She was among a limited 
number that the Governor personally ap
pointed and she served throughout his ad
ministration. She later worked for the Ala
bama Legislature during a number of ses
sions where she made many valuable con
tacts. 

In 1939, Governor Frank M. Dixon ap
pointed her as an assistant in his office, 
later naming her as Recording Secretary, 
where she served for the next twenty-eight 
years, being appointed, at the beginning of 
their terms, by the following: 

Governor Frank M. Dixon, 1939-1943; 
Governor Chauncey Sparks, 1943-1947; 
Governor James E. Folsom, 1947-1951; 
GovernorS. Gordon Persons, 1951-1955; 
Governor James E. Folsom, 1955-1959; 
Governor John M. Patterson, 1959- 1963; 

and 
Governor George C. Wallace, 1963-1967. 
In 1966, Mabel S. Amos while she was still 

serving as Recording Secretary to Wallace, 
took a leave of absence to run for the office 
of Secretary of State. She did not receive a 
clear majority of the votes but had such a 
commanding lead her two opponents with
drew thereby relieving her of a run-off. 

During her term, she made such an envia
ble record trying to discharge the duties and 
responsibilities pertaining to the election 
laws under the provisions of the newly en
acted Voting Rights Act. She was therefore 
re-elected for another four year term with
out Democratic opposition. 

Under the present law, the Secretary of 
State cannot run for re-election but for one 
additional term. 

Mable S. Amos retired at the end of her 
second term in 1975. 

A TRIBUTE TO MABEL AMOS 

January 30, 1987. 
If Alabama politics is your thing, you 

should have been with me last night. I can 
honestly say I have never seen, under one 
roof, such a gathering of prominent politi
cal figures from Alabama's past and present. 
And they all came . . . some from consider
able distance ... to pay tribute to one of 
the great ladies of state government and 
state politics-Mabel Amos. 

If you don't know Mabel, that's your loss. 
From the Brooklyn community of Conecuh 
County, Mabel came to Montgomery in 1931 
to become a state employee. In 1939 Gov. 
Frank Dixon appointed her as his recording 
secretary. For the next 28 years governor's 
came and governor's went, but Mabel Amos 
stayed put. She became as much a fixture at 
the Capitol as the Jefferson Davis Star. 
After Dixon's term expired, she served as re
cording secretary for Govs. Chauncey 
Sparks, Jim Folsom, Gordon Persons, Jim 
Folsom a second time, John Patterson and 
George Wallace. 

One of those governors, John Patterson, 
recalled last night that when he took office 
he contemplated putting one of his friends 
in Mabel's job. Very quickly he was told by 
a host of lawmakers that if he replaced 
Mabel he could forget his legislative pro
gram. Mabel stayed. 

Patterson was but one of a roomful of 
active and no-longer active politicians and 
state officials who paid tribute to this lady. 
Former Gov. Albert Brewer, so rarely seen 
in these parts, was the master of ceremonies 
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. . . there were judges and retired judges 
. . . almost forgotten cabinet members of 
the past . . . legislators . . . and in a nice 
touch, also present were the daughters of 
Govs. Persons, Folsom and Wallace. There 
were people in that room who had been 
bitter political enemies, but they sat side by 
side last night because of one common de
nominator-their 2espect and love for 
Mabel Amos. 

It was truly a remarkable gathering for a 
remarkable lady. 

And that's the way we see it tonight. 
BOB INGRAM, 

Editorial Director. 

PROCLAMATION 
Whereas, Mrs. Mable Sanders Amos has 

been and continues to be a respected citizen 
of the City of Montgomery; and 

Whereas, Mrs. Mable has served eight gov
ernors of the State of Alabama by being the 
personal secretary to Governor Frank 
Dixon and Recording Secretary for Gover
nor Frank Dixon, Governor Chauncy 
Sparks, Governor James Folsom, Governor 
Gordon Persons, Governor John Patterson, 
Governor George Wallace, Governor Lur
leen Waliace and Governor Albert Brewer; 
and 

Whereas, Mrs. Mable has dedicated her 
life to her beloved State of Alabama and 
has served with distinction, advancing stead
ily in her career to positions of more and 
more responsibility, always demonstrating 
her willingness to place her concern for the 
public good ahead of her personal interests; 
and 

Whereas, throughout her career, Mrs. 
Mable has earned the admiration and high 
regard of those with whom she has come 
into contact, and the affection of a host of 
friends; and 

Whereas, Mrs. Mable retired from public 
life in 1975 after forty three years of public 
service including eight years as Secretary of 
State for the State of Alabama; and 

Whereas, it is fitting and proper that Mrs. 
Mable be honored by her friends and admir
ers by a dinner given in her honor at the 
Montgomery Country Club on January 29, 
1987; 

Now, Therefore, I, Emory Folmar, Mayor 
of the City of Montgomery, Alabama, do 
hereby proclaim January 30, 1987, as Mable 
Amos Day in the City of Montgomery as an 
expression of appreciation for the years of 
dedicated service to the people of the State 
of Alabama. 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, DC, January 22, 1987. 

Mrs. MABEL SANDERS AMOS, 
Montgomery, AL. 

MY DEAR MABEL: I certainly do wish that I 
could take part in the "Roast" which is 
being held in your honor. Yet, though I am 
unable to attend, I would like to take this 
opportunity to thank you on behalf of every 
citizen of Alabama for the tremendous serv
ice that you have provided. We are all in 
your debt for your work as Recording Secre
tary to the Governor, and for the leadership 
you provided as Secretary of State. 

In this history of our state, many people 
have offered their efforts and their involve
ment. Many have dedicated their labors and 
their time to accomplish the various 
achievements which have been realized in 
the past. However, I know of very few indi
viduals who have matched the contributions 
you have made. Though some may think 
that you did not pursue the profession for 
which you were trained in college-that of 

being a teacher-they are gravely mistaken. 
Not only have countless people learned 
from your devoted service to the public and 
to our state, but you have also helped to 
teach six different governors the way to 
govern. From 1939 through 1965, as they 
came and left, there was one constant in 
Montgome; Mabel Amos was in charge. 

You should feel very proud for all that 
you have done. Moreover, throughout your 
work, you have maintained the highest 
standards of honesty and integrity-quali
ties which have endeared your name to 
people everywhere. I commend you for your 
efforts. 

In the future, I know that you will enjoy 
every happiness and that your life will be 
full with continued friendship. 

With kindest personal regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

HOWELL HEFLIN. 

TRIBUTE TO KENNETH L. 
ADELMAN 

Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, yes
terday I became aware that the Direc
tor of the Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency [ACDAJ, Kenneth L. 
Adelman, has decided to retire from 
that position to return to a career in 
the private arena. His departure from 
ACDA will be a great loss for that 
agency, our Government's arms con
trol efforts, and the Nation. He has 
been an outstanding spokesman for 
President Reagan's administration and 
policies. 

Mr. Adelman has done a superb job 
of managing the Nation's arms control 
agenda. Although I originally opposed 
his nomination, I realized my opposi
tion was a mistake after he had occu
pied the directorship of ACDA for 
only a short period of time. In short, 
he quickly gathered up the leadership 
reins at ACDA and, for the past 4 
years, has managed the agency and a 
broad variety of arms control issues in 
a highly professional manner. My op
position rested primarily on my con
cern that it was unwise, with major 
U.S. arms control initiatives in 
progress in early 1983, to replace 
Eugene Rostow, a highly experienced 
and able diplomat, as ACDA Director. 
Ken Adelman simply proved me 
wrong. He has been a forceful advo
cate for arms control-for the elimina
tion of chemical weapons and the 
sharp reduction of nuclear weapons. 

He also has educated our allies and 
the American people on the funda
mental importance of keeping arms 
control within a mature perspective. 
That perspective says that arms con
trol efforts are important, but should 
not be allowed to obscure the necessity 
of maintaining our national security 
and a world balance of power that 
deters aggression. 

Mr. President, I commend Kenneth 
Adelman for his superb record as Di
rector of ACDA. I strongly believe 
that, long after his resignation be
comes effective, he will continue to 
contribute his intelligence, articulate
ness, and vigor to the important cause 

of national leadership-not only on 
arms control issues, but also in many 
other areas. I know that most of our 
distinguished colleagues share my re
spect for his fine record of public serv
ice and wish him well in his future en
deavors. 

IMPORTS OF COTTON SHEETING 
FROM THE SOVIET UNION 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
more disquieting news regarding 
Soviet imports of cotton sheeting has 
recently been brought to my atten
tion. I am amazed that the administra
tion has taken unilateral action which 
allows the Soviet Union to import into 
this country more than 4 million 
square yards of cotton sheeting over 
the next 12 months. This action takes 
place at a time when the most recent 
Department of Commerce textile and 
apparel trade statistics are alarming. 

For January through May, the tex
tile and apparel trade deficit increased 
by 22 percent over the same period 
last year to a new recordbreaking $9.6 
billion. This represents a $1.7 billion 
increase. At this rate, the textile and 
apparel trade deficit for 1987 will 
reach an unbelievable $23 billion. 

In light of these statistics, I find it 
hard to believe that this administra
tion would pursue a course so benefi
cial to our greatest adversary. Every 
year we spend billions of dollars to 
strengthen ou2 military defense. The 
major reason we spend these vast 
amounts is to protect the citizens of 
this Nation from the Soviet threat of 
domination. Yet, the administration, 
through this policy of opening our 
market to the Soviets, is making them 
stronger at our expense. For every 
new textile job created in the Soviet 
Union as a result of this policy, an 
American worker loses his or her job. 

In summary, it is unsound policy to 
make the Soviets stronger at our ex
pense. Stated simply, exporting textile 
jobs to the Soviet Union by virtue of 
this unilateral action makes no sense 
whatsoever. The best approach the ad
ministration can take is to stop any 
further shipments of textile and ap
parel imports immediately. At a mini
mum, a prohibition must be imposed 
at the end of the 12 month period to 
prevent a potential flood of these 
products from inundating the United 
States and displacing even more tex
tile and apparel jobs. 

Before concluding, I would like to 
bring to the attention of this body 
that the Finance Committee last week 
reported S. 549, the Textile and Ap
parel Trade Act of 1987. In light of 
unilateral action by the administra
tion favorable to the Soviet Union and 
the most recent devastating Com
merce Department statistics, reporting 
of this bill could not be more timely. I 



21956 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE August 3, 1987 
urge swift consideration of this vital 
legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of a letter regarding 
imports of Soviet Cotton Sheeting 
sent by me to Ambassador Clayton 
Yeutter, the United States Trade Rep
resentative, on July 30, 1987, and testi
mony given by me last week before the 
Senate Finance Committee regarding 
S. 549, the Textile and Apparel Trade 
Act of 1987, be included in the RECORD 
following these remarks. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, July 30, 1987. 

Ambassador CLAYTON YEUTTER, 
The United States Trade Representative, Ex

ecutive Office of the President, Washing
ton, DC. 

DEAR AMBASSADOR YEUTTER: I have recent
ly been informed that the Administration 
has decided to allow the Soviet Union to 
import over 4 million square yards of cotton 
sheeting into the United States in the next 
12 months. It is extremely disturbing to me 
that the Administration has agreed to allow 
such a vast amount of cotton sheeting to 
enter our domestic market. 

As you know, textile and apparel imports 
are gravely threatening the continued exist
ence of these domestic industries. Recent 
Department of Commerce statistics show 
for the first five months of 1987, the textile 
and apparel trade deficit increased by 22 
percent over the same period last year to a 
new record-breaking $9.6 billion. At this 
rate, the textile and apparel trade deficit 
for 1987 will reach an unbelievable $23 bil
lion. 

I do not understand how the Administra
tion can allow a new textile supplier to 
enter our domestic market when current 
textile imports are costing us thousands of 
jobs. Some believe that the Soviet Union, 
our greatest adversary. could become a 
major textile and apparel supplier. This 
must not be allowed to happen. The Soviets 
will exploit and take advantage of this op
portunity to ship additional textiles and ap
parel into the United States. 

I believe that the best approach the Ad
minstration can take is to stop any further 
shipments of textile and apparel imports 
from the Soviet Union. I urgently request 
that this action be taken at the end of the 
12-month period, if not sooner, to prevent a 
potential flood of these products from inun
dating the United States and displacing 
even more textile and apparel jobs. 

With kindest regards and best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

STROM THURMOND. 

TESTIMONY BY SENATOR STROM THURMOND 
BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank the 
distinguished Members of this Committee 
for giving me the opportunity to testify in 
favor of S. 549, the Textile and Apparel 
Trade Act of 1987. It is most appropriate 
that this Committee hold hearings on this 
vital legislation so soon after passage of 
major trade legislation by the Senate. 

Passage of the major trade bill is a step in 
the right direction toward solving the trade 
problems facing this Nation. But an impor
tant part of solving our trade problems in
cludes passage of the Textile bill. Over two 
million jobs in the textile and apparel indus-

try, more than the steel and the automobile 
industries combined, are at stake. Without 
passage of this bill, we simply are exporting 
these jobs to foreign competitors, making 
them stronger at our expense. 

As this Committee begins consideration of 
S. 549, I believe you will find the most 
recent textile and apparel trade statistics 
alarming. Although we heard many, many 
statistics quoted during the Senate's consid
eration of the trade bill, I am compelled to 
quote the most recent ones relating to tex
tile and apparel trade released by the Com
merce Department. Figures released by 
Commerce show that for January through 
May, the textile and apparel trade deficit 
increased by 22 percent over the same 
period last year to a new record-breaking 
$9.6 billion-a $1.7 billion increase over last 
year. At this rate, the textile and apparel 
trade deficit for 1987 will reach an unbeliev
able $23 billion! 

As dismal as these statistics are, there is 
more bad news for the textile industry. 
Measured in square yards, textile and ap
parel imports reached a record level for the 
first five months of this year. From January 
through May, textile and apparel imports 
totaled a massive 5.5 billion square yards, a 
5 percent increase over the same period last 
year. 

The most astonishing fact is that these 
record levels were reached in spite of the 
Administration claims that they have nego
tiated tighter bilateral agreements with for
eign importers. The truth is that the Ad
ministration has taken no effective action to 
assure the more than 2 million Americans 
employed in this industry that their jobs 
are secure. Unless Congress takes prompt 
action to stop the flood of textile and appar
el imports, the devastation will drive this 
domestic industry to extinction. Some two 
million Americans employed in this industry 
could suffer the tragedy of losing their jobs. 

Further dismal statistics make it clear that 
this possibility is becoming a reality. Over 
1000 textile and apparel plants have closed 
since 1980. Some 300,000 textile and apparel 
jobs have been lost to imports in the last 
several years. Incredibly, one-half of all tex
tile and apparel goods sold in the United 
States are made abroad. 

Along with these statistics, a recent study 
by the Office of Technology Assessment 
<OTA) warrants serious consideration by 
the members of this committee. OT A was 
created in 1972 as an analytical arm of Con
gress. Its basic function is to help legislative 
policymakers anticipate and plan for the 
consequences of technological change and 
to examine its impact on our citizens. OT A 
provides Congress with independent and 
timely reports in many areas-one being the 
U.S. Textile and Apparel Industry. 

OTA recently issued a report entitled the 
U.S. Textile and Apparel Industry: A Revo
lution in Progress. Its conclusions are most 
disturbing. This report concludes that "de
spite the optimism made possible by techni
cal progress, U.S. textile and apparel firms 
are in danger • • • in spite of these remark
able advances, the industry is gravely 
threatened." 

The OTA report draws the following con
clusion: 

"* • • if penetration of U.S. apparel mar
kets were to continue at the pace of the past 
decade, domestic sales of U.S. apparel firms 
would approach zero by the Year 2000, 
while two-thirds of the U.S. textile market 
would be served by [foreign] imports." 

With this dangerous trend in mind, it is ir
responsible for us as elected officials to 

stand by and fail to act when fellow Ameri
cans face such a bleak future. The liveli
hood of some two million American families 
depends on the textile mill, most of which 
are located in small towns across this Coun
try. When a textile mill shuts down, its clos
ing is a disruptive, shocking, and awesome 
experience. To some, the pain can compare 
to the loss of a loved one. The adverse eco
nomic impact of a community resulting 
from the closing of a mill can be devastat
ing. A plant closing causes permanent scars. 
The disappointment, disillusionment, and 
frustration is lasting. 

During consideration of the major trade 
bill, some argued that a global market ap
proach will create· new jobs in this country. 
The implication is that these new jobs will 
be filled by displaced textile and apparel 
workers. This is simply not the truth. New 
jobs in the utilities field, the health indus
try, or with legal or consulting firms offer 
no comfort to out-of-work textile employees. 
Their training and skills learned on the job 
are not transferable to these other indus
tries. If foreign imports put a textile or ap
parel worker in the unemployment line, 
there is no guarantee that he or she will 
find work elsewhere. 

Before closing, I would like to briefly com
ment on several provisions included in S. 
1420, the major Senate trade bill. Regarding 
that legislation, it was often described as a 
"generic" bill, one which provides no special 
protection to any particular industry. My 
review shows this is simply not the case. 
This bill provides protection and support for 
several domestic industries. One provision, 
somewhat similar to the textile bill, limits 
imports of lamb. This section mandates the 
imposition of lamb quotas which would pre
vent lamb imports from rising above 28.5 
million pounds per year. This provision will 
protect the lamb industry from the prospect 
of greatly increased imports. 

Another provision helps the domestic 
steel industry. It requires the United States 
Trade Representative to seek bilateral 
agreements which restrain imports of 
welded steel fence panels, wire fabric, and 
welded steel wire mesh for concrete rein
forcement. Still, another provision helps the 
telecommunications industry by directing 
that negotiations be undertaken to require 
foreign countries to open their markets to 
U.S. telecommunications goods and services. 

Yet another provision extends unemploy
ment benefits under the trade Adjustment 
Assistance Program to oil and gas workers 
who lost their jobs due to foreign imports. 

There are other provisions included in the 
major trade bill which time does not permit 
me to discuss. After a review of these "spe
cial interest" provisions, I want to make it 
clear that they may be worthwhile and 
needed to help many domestic industries. In 
view of these provisions included in the 
Senate trade bill, the argument that the 
"Textile and Apparel Trade Act of 1987" 
does not merit support because it provides 
assistance to a specific industry, lacks sub
stance. 

In closing, I urge you to look at this legis
lation with an open mind. A vote against it 
is a vote in favor of exporting some 2 mil
lion textile and apparel jobs to foreign 
countries. It is not right to turn our back on 
these dedicated Americans. 

Again, I appreciate the opportunity to tes
tify regarding this vital legislation. 
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CONCLUSION OF MORNING 

BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The majority leader. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, has morn

ing business closed? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Morning business is closed. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I indicat

ed last weekend that it would be my 
hope to be able to proceed to the con
sideration of the catastrophic illness 
legislation today. Senator BENTSEN is 
on the floor. As chairman of the Com
mittee on Finance, he has reported 
out the bill, S. 1127, a bill to provide 
for Medicare catastrophic illness cov
erage, and for other purposes. 

I have discussed taking up this meas
ure with the distinguished Republican 
leader upon more than one occasion. 
He has made a bona fide, conscien
tious, sincere, and dedicated effort to 
get consent on his side for us to take it 
up. He has had some problems in that 
regard, but I do know for a fact that 
the Republican leader has made these 
efforts. I do not believe the Republi
can leader ought to do all the object
ing himself on that side. 

I am going to ask unanimous consent 
shortly to take up the Bentsen bill. 

Before doing that, I should call at
tention also to a nomination on the 
Executive Calendar, the nomination 
being Calendar No. 212, M. Peter 
McPherson, of Virginia, to be Deputy 
Secretary of the Treasury, vice Rich
ard G. Darman, resigned. 

I understand there is a problem with 
that nomination, that a point of order 
can be made against it. 

Mr. BENTSEN, again, is chairman of 
the Committee on Finance having re
ported the nomination, and he is on 
the floor and prepared to proceed to 
make that point of order. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST-MC PHERSON 
NOMINATION 

If it is agreeable to all concerned, I 
shall ask unanimous consent at this 
point to go into executive session to 
take up the nomination of M. Peter 
McPherson, of Virginia, to be Deputy 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. President, I do make that re
quest. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I 
object. I make the point of order that 
the nomination is not properly before 
the Senate because it was reported by 
a committee when it was not author
ized to meet. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The point of order is well taken. 

MEDICARE CATASTROPHIC 
ILLNESS COVERAGE ACT 

Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am now 

advised that Senator WALLOP, who was 
to make the objection to proceeding to 
consider the Medicare catastrophic ill
ness coverage bill, cannot be present 
until 1 o'clock, but I will make it on 
his behalf so I do not hold up the ma
jority leader and the chairman of the 
Finance Committee. 

Let me indicate that I have suggest
ed that we ought to go on to the bill 
and then if there is determined opposi
tion, we can talk about that. But there 
are about seven or eight on this side, 
and I understand there are not any on 
the other side, who are concerned 
about one or two provisions, who feel 
it is in their interest and in the inter
est of getting better provisions, not to 
proceed to the bill. 

I think perhaps there is still some 
dialog going on, and basically we can 
work it out and can settle it this week. 
There are a couple of controversial 
provisions, one on prescription drugs 
and one on the tax. I assume they will 
be resolved once we get to the bill. 

On behalf of Senator WALLOP, I 
would interpose that objection when 
the majority leader makes the request. 

Mr. BENTSEN. If the majority 
leader will yield, Mr. President, cata
strophic illness under the Medicare 
program coverage is long overdue. The 
House approved its bill on July 22. It 
is now up to the Senate. We should 
not be having this kind of delay be
cause of some ideological maneuvering 
that may be taking place. Delaying 
action has a very direct impact upon 
the elderly and disabled who are most 
vulnerable. They are the ones incur
ring the highest health care costs. If 
we do not act, in 1988 we are going to 
see 10 percent of the elderly and dis
abled spend $1 out of $5 of their 
income on health and it is these indi
viduals who often have to make the 
choice between paying for needed 
health care or buying basic food and 
shelter. 

I understand there are a couple of 
controversial provisions associated 
with this bill. What we have done with 
the Senate bill is to create a basic pre
mium to cover a portion of the cost of 
the benefit, and a progressive supple
mental premium, in effect, to offset 
the balance of any new costs. The dis
abled and those above 65 will be reduc
ing the law of averages for the individ
ual. The elderly and disabled will be 
sharing responsibility of the financing 
of these benefits with their peers. I 
think it is a good approach that the 
committee has followed. Here you 
have a bill reported out of the Com
mittee on Finance unanimously, 20 to 
0. So there is excellent support for it. 

There has been a lot of time to pre
pare for debate on this bill. The Presi
dent addressed the issue first in his 
State of the Union Address in January 
of 1986 and again this year. We fol-

lowed his proposal immediately in the 
Finance Committee. The minority 
leader is a distinguished member of 
that committee and has been very sup
portive in participating in the effort to 
develop and consider this bill. The dis
tinguished Senator from Minnesota, 
now on the floor, took an active and 
very constructive role in the consider
ation of this major measure. 

Mr. President, we had our first hear
ings in January after the President's 
address. We moved very promptly on 
this initiative. 

The Bentsen bill has been reported 
out now-it was reported out on May 
29-over 2 months ago. The House 
passed its bill earlier, as I stated. We 
had the report language filed a week 
ago and I advised committee staff to 
be particularly responsive to any mem
bers of the committee or any Members 
of the Senate who had any questions 
concerning this piece of legislation so 
that all could move on with it. 

Now, the problem we run into in the 
Finance Committee is, as soon as we 
get back here after the August recess, 
we are going to have reconciliation on 
our hands, including the problem of 
trying to raise additional funds. That 
is going to be a pressing responsibility 
for us and the effort will be all-engulf
ing. So we have, I think, in effect a 
window here where we could move on 
this bill and clear this item from one 
agenda in September. 

Full consideration of this bill has oc
curred in committee. The Senate 
ought to be prepared to debate and 
move on with the issue. If Members 
think that all of a sudden any prob
lems they might have with S. 1127 are 
going to go away during the recess, I 
think they are wrong. Instead, prob
lems are going to be accentuated. I 
think we will find the pressures have 
increased, and I think we will find the 
staffs will be diligent and hard at work 
in coming up with amendments to the 
bill. All the interest groups, whether 
associated with industry or represent
ing consumers or the elderly, all will 
get very much more involved beyond 
what lobbying they have already done. 
All of these groups and organizations 
have been given ample opportunity to 
testify and present their cases before 
the House and before the Senate. I 
strongly urge that we now move for
ward with the committee reported bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from Texas, the 
chairman of the Finance Committee, 
has made a strong case for proceeding 
with the measure, indicating it was re
ported out of the committee by a vote 
of 20 to 0 with strong bipartisan sup
port. As I understand, it was voted out 
of the committee in May. 

Did the Senator say "in May"? 
Mr. BENTSEN. It was voted out of 

the House on July 22. 
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Mr. BYRD. And out of the Senate 

Finance Committee? 
Mr. BENTSEN. I do not have that 

exact date. 
Mr. BYRD. In any event, it has been 

on the calendar now for some days, I 
guess a week. 

Mr. BENTSEN. The majority leader 
is right. We reported the bill out over 
2 months ago, on May 29. 

Mr. BYRD. May 29. And it has been 
on the calendar for about a week. I 
emphasize the point that the chair
man made, that being we have a little 
window here. During the time that the 
conferees are going to be working on 
the debt limit extension, there is a 
window during which the Senate can 
be working on this measure and it 
would be well, as the distinguished Re
publican leader and I said heretofore, 
that this measure be passed before the 
Senate and the House go out for the 
break. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent-and Senators may reserve the 
right to object-that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
Order No. 260, S. 1127, the catastroph
ic illness legislation. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. Presi
dent, reserving the right to object, and 
I do not intend to object, I have lis
tened to the majority leader's descrip
tion of his efforts to bring this matter 
before us. I have listened, of course, 
with interest to my colleague, the 
chairman of the Senate Finance Com
mittee, describe the path of the cata
strophic insurance bill through the Fi
nance Committee. 

I suggest that they are both right. 
From my standpoint, I began this 
process in 1979 when I first came to 
the Senate. At that time it was the 
Senator from Texas and the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. DOLE] who were 
talking to us about the need for cata
strophic in Medicare. 

President Reagan, I believe, in his 
State of the Union Message in Janu
ary 1986 instructed the Secretary of 
HHS to take some action. I, Mr. Presi
dent, was fortunate enough to be the 
Senate's appointee to the Catastrophic 
Insurance Commission and we spent 
from January 1986 until November 
1986 looking at the entire area of cata
strophic but making some specific rec
ommendations in the area of Medi
care. Those recommendations, as ev
eryone recalls, were the subject of 
some small amount of debate in Janu
ary and February of this year within 
the administration. That debate was 
resolved by mid-February in favor of 
the legislation basically which the Fi
nance Committee has reported out as 
of May 29. 

Now, in addition to the catastrophic 
part of this bill, the House has chosen 
to add drug benefits in part B financed 
out of the catastrophic arrangement, 

and to some degree there appears to 
be a debate behind the scenes on the 
Senate side as to the appropriateness 
of the benefit, as to the manner in 
which the benefit might be financed, 
whether or not it might be done dif
ferently. 

But that aside, it strikes me the time 
has come for this body to deal with 
catastrophic insurance in Medicare. I 
hope that those of my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle, whether it is 
the Democratic side or the Republican 
side, who might seek to delay the con
sideration of this bill, because of their 
concerns not about the catastrophic 
but their concerns about the potential 
for a drug amendment here on the 
floor or something else, resolve those 
concerns as quickly as possible. Per
haps they might even come to the 
floor and discuss this issue as soon as 
possible so that those of us who have 
spent much of our lives in the Senate 
trying to come to the day when we 
could vote on a catastrophic bill might 
be permitted to do so. 

So I encourage those of my col
leagues who might be concerned about 
that potential, which is benefit expan
sion, but who care a lot about cata
strophic, permit those of us who do 
care about catastrophic to proceed 
with this bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I just 
simply say that there are no objec
tions on this side to proceeding. It is 
cleared on this side of the aisle. And I 
make the request. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, let me indicate to 
the majority leader that I am not op
posed to proceeding. Neither is the 
ranking member on the Health Sub
committee. There are I think six or 
seven on this side who have indicated 
an objection. 

It would be my hope that perhaps 
the distinguished Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. DURENBERGER] might be 
able to visit with those Members yet 
today-! would be perfectly willing to 
sit in on that meeting-to see if there 
is not some way to get the bill on the 
floor and then we can maybe negotiate 
any differences. Amendments are 
going to happen on every piece of leg
islation. It is no different than any 
other legislation. We do have a few 
days in which to accomplish this, 
which would be certainly helpful to 
the distinguished chairman of the Fi
nance Committee, Senator BENTSEN, as 
well as other members of that commit
tee who are going to be tied up with 
reconciliation. 

And so I would on behalf of the dis
tinguished Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. WALLOP] object but on the hopes 
that we would still have an opportuni
ty maybe, if we can work it out, to try 
this later today or the first thing to
morrow. 

Mr. BENTSEN. If I may say, I would 
be delighted to be available for any 
conference so I might assist in trying 
to resolve some of these differences, if 
we can. I understand that one of the 
major issues apparently is the pre
scription drug amendment that might 
be forthcoming. But that has been 
known for a long time and we ought to 
be prepared to debate it. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Objection is heard. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
all Senators. I thank, in particular, the 
Republican leader for the efforts he 
has made to bring this measure up. I 
am encouraged by his statement that 
he will continue to meet with Senators 
on his side in an effort to remove the 
objection and get the measure before 
the Senate. Once it is before the 
Senate, as we have seen happen so 
often. Senators get together and re
solve their differences. 

I also thank Mr. DURENBERGER for 
his support of the legislation and for 
his efforts to mediate the differences 
among other Senators. 

Mr. President, for the moment we 
have made our effort, and we hope 
that it can be renewed later. 

At this time, Mr. President, I ask for 
regular order. 

SENATORIAL ELECTION 
CAMPAIGN ACT 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <S. 2) to amend the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 to provide for a vol
untary system of spending limits and partial 
public financing of Senate general election 
campaigns, to limit contributions by multi
candidate political committees, and for 
other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration 
of the bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. BOREN, the chief 
author of the bill and the chief author 
of the amendment, which represents 
the latest compromise proposal, is on 
his way to the floor. 

TEN-MINUTE RECESS 

Mr. BYRD. I understand that Mr. 
BOREN will be here in probably 5 or 10 
minutes. I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate stand in recess for 10 min
utes. 

There being no objection, the 
Senate, at 1:27 p.m., recessed until 1:37 
p.m.; whereupon, the Senate reassem
bled when called to order by the Pre
siding Officer [Mr. REID]. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 
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Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

IMPORTATION OF OBJECTS 
FROM THE "TITANIC" 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk a bill that Senator 
WEICKER will call up under the time 
agreement that the distinguished ma
jority leader will now present, I be
lieve. I am not introducing this for 
Senator WEICKER. He will introduce it 
himself. But that is so everyone will 
know what the bill is that the majori
ty leader is referring to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be a 
total of 10 minutes on the bill to be in
troduced by Mr. WEICKER dealing with 
the importation of objects from the 
Titanic, provided further that no 
amendments or motions to recommit 
the bill with or without instructions be 
in order, provided that the time be 
under the control of Mr. WEICKER, and 
provided that the majority leader may 
call up the bill at any time after con
sultation with the minority leader 
today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objections? 

Hearing none, that is the order. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 

the Chair. 
Mr. STEVENS. I thank the majority 

leader. The distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut will be here later 
this afternoon. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distin
guished Senator. 

SENATORIAL ELECTION 
CAMPAIGN ACT 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, today we 
return to the unfinished business of 
the Senate, campaign finance reform. 
Senate bill 2 is among the most impor
tant legislation to be considered by 
this historic 100th Congress. It con
cerns the very integrity of this body, it 
concerns the integrity of the legisla
tive process, and it concerns the integ
rity very directly of our system of 
democratic elections. The never 
ending pursuit of campaign funds, the 
money chase, will only accelerate if we 
do not act to limit spending. 

Raising money is so time consuming 
it results in a diminished legislative ca
pacity. This is not good for America. It 
also means, as I have previously said, 
that we are becoming a part time legis
lature because we must be full time 
fundraisers. These concerns should be 
enough to prompt action, but there is 
an even bigger threat to the integrity 
of this Congress that looms on the ho
rizon. This cloud over democracy is 

the public outcry which will arise if we 
do not act to limit the campaign 
spending appetite and the excessive 
dependence on special interests. 

Mr. President, public trust and confi
dence are the essential building blocks 
upon which a free and democratic gov
ernment is built. Keeping faith with 
the American people is our highest ob
ligation as elected officials. Sadly, we 
have seen in the past few months 
what can happen when a branch of 
Government loses sight of this obliga
tion. The hearings of the Iran select 
committee have documented executive 
branch deception and efforts to skirt, 
if not break, the law. This breach of 
faith with the public and the Congress 
has significantly weakened the Presi
dent's ability to act and lead. This is 
not good for America. 

When Government breaks faith with 
the people as it did during Watergate, 
and as we saw again in the Iran-arms 
transfer, it is not only the misguided 
officials who lose, but all Government 
loses. There is a shared responsibility 
for good Government. 

Mr. President, there is another issue 
which could seriously undermine 
public trust and confidence even fur
ther. Congress has suffered in the past 
from misdeeds by executive branch of
ficials and Presidents, but the problem 
I refer to is the dramatic rise in cam
paign costs and our growing depend
ence on special interests to finance 
this money chase. If we do not act to 
establish reasonable, fair limits for 
campaign spending, we will by our in
action do serious damage to the build
ing blocks of democracy-trust and 
confidence. 

I am not alone in this view. It is a 
view shared by many on both sides of 
the aisle. Past public statements by 
Republicans and Democrats alike have 
indicated a need to limit the seemingly 
insatiable appetite for campaign 
money. What is at stake here is not 
partisan interest or advantage but the 
integrity of Congress. The public un
derstands this and so do the media. 
We know the problem, we understand 
its dangerous implications, now we 
must act to do something about it. 

Mr. President, it is important to re
member that we were at a very similar 
crossroads in terms of Presidential 
campaign finance in 1974. In 1974 we 
were responding to a scandal, whereas 
today, we are trying to act to avoid 
one. In that debate several of the same 
charges were raised against reform-it 
was asserted that such a system would 
limit competition, provide incumbent 
protection, and that it would not work. 
History has proven all of these 
charges to have been unjustified. The 
system has had widespread competi
tion. Certainly the large field of candi
dates seeking the Presidency in 1988, 
including several of our colleagues 
from the Senate, demonstrates that 
the system is a success. Incumbent 

protection has also not been a prob
lem, as two of the three incumbents 
running under the system have been 
defeated-Presidents Ford and Carter. 
Finally, while the system is not per
fect, it has been widely perceived as a 
success. Only 1 Presidential candidate 
in 35 has not accepted public funds, 
and I believe all candidates in 1988 
plan on accepting the spending limits 
and public funds, including the Repub
lican and Democratic candidates for 
the Presidency from this very Cham
ber. 

Previously, I introduced into the 
RECORD, editorials from newspapers in 
43 States and the District of Colum
bia. Those editorials, all approved or 
written by the local editorial boards, 
called upon Congress to act now on 
this important legislation. We simply 
must take the people's branch off the 
auction block. We cannot permit 
Senate seats to be put up for sale to 
the highest bidder. 

Mr. President, in the 6 weeks since I 
introduced those editorials, many ad
ditional editorials have appeared in 
newspapers expressing support for the 
Senatorial Election Campaign Act, S. 
2. This raises to almost 250 the 
number of editorials which have ap
peared on this subject in the past few 
months. These editorials come from 
newspapers in all regions, from cities 
of all sizes, and editorial boards of 
varying ideological predispositions. 
These editorials are at once a call to 
action and at the same time a voice of 
warning. We must act to stem the 
growing tide of money in congressional 
elections. If we do not, we will erode 
public trust and confidence in this, the 
people's branch. Similarly, the legisla
tion has been endorsed by the League 
of Women Voters, Common Cause, the 
National Association for the Advance
ment of Colored People, by farmers' 
groups, senior citizens' groups, and 
many others. Opposition to the meas
ure is rarely found in the Nation's 
newspapers-conservative or liberal. 
The only real opposition has come 
from some elements of the Republican 
Party and those special interests 
which are a part of the problem. This 
is a case in which the public interest is 
clear and widely perceived. 

As the newspaper editorials point 
out, we are at a crossroads. We can act 
to establish fair and responsible limits 
on spending, or we can stand aside and 
put Congress up for sale to the high
est bidder. I extend today, as I have 
done before, an invitation to any and 
all interested Senators who have not 
yet joined in this effort to come for
ward and work with us to enact limits 
on spending which would be fair, and 
which would foster competition just as 
the limits on Presidential candidates' 
spending have fostered healthy com
petition. 
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Shortly before we began consider

ation of the trade bill, Senator BoREN 
and I introduced an amendment which 
contains all of the essential ingredi
ents of campaign finance reform but 
minimizes the role of public financing. 
It is therefore, in terms of real reform, 
a bottom-line position. The amend
ment has the following major fea
tures: 

It retains aggregate PAC contribu
tion limits, computed as they were in 
s. 2. 

It establishes voluntary spending 
limits and limits on the use of person
al wealth. 

It contains no public financing for 
Senate General elections so long as 
candidates abide by the voluntary 
spending limits. 

It establishes incentives for candi
dates to abide by those spending limits 
by making only those candidates eligi
ble for preferential postage rates and 
lowest unit broadcasting time rates, 
and by providing that candidates who 
exceed the voluntary spending limits 
will trigger compensating payments to 
opponents who have agreed to remain 
within those limits. 

It assures that candidates who are 
targeted by independent expenditures 
against them or for their opponents 
will be able to respond effectively, by 
increasing the primary spending limits 
of participating candidates when such 
expenditures are made during the pri
mary period, and by providing a com
pensating payment to participating 
candidates when such expenditures 
are made during the general election 
period. 

If Congress should enact and the 
States ratify a constitutional amend
ment permitting Congress to set 
spending limits, all public finance pro
visions of S. 2 would be dropped, but 
the spending limits set by the bill 
would become the spending limits for 
the constitutional amendment. 

Finally, the very slight potential 
cost of this legislation is more than 
fully offset by ending the preferential 
mailing rates for political parties. In 
effect, the amendment, as it now is 
drawn, will result in no net cost to the 
Federal budget-and quite possibly 
could result in a reduction in the Fed
eral budget deficit if all candidates live 
within the spending limits for their 
States. But the most important point 
is that it sets in place vital reforms to 
our present campaign finance system. 

It will be most unfortunate if narrow 
partisanship, which in fact is mistaken 
partisanship, deters us from putting 
our own house in order. During the 
past few weeks Senator BoREN and 
other Senators have sought out col
leagues on both sides of the aisle, in
cluding the distinguished Republican 
leader. We are hopeful that these ef
forts will result in sufficient votes for 
cloture so that we can proceed to con-

sideration of amendments to the bill 
and ultimately its enactment. 

Mr. President, I have referred to var
ious editorials which appeared on the 
subject of the Senatorial Election 
Campaign Act. I ask unanimous con
sent that those editorials be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edito
rials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Bluefield CWV) Daily Telegraph, 

June 19, 1987] 
TIME To SToP STALLING: SEND PACs PAcKING 

Most governmental scandals involve 
broken laws. But in the case of congression
al campaign financing, the laws are the 
scandal. 

And at the heart of that scandal are the 
political action committees-or PACs, as 
they're generally called-which poured 
more than $130 million into 1986's congres
sional races, a six-fold increase from a 
decade ago. 

The Senate is debating-or. to be more ac
curate, is trying to debate in the face of a 
Republican filibuster-S. 2, a bill sponsored 
by Senator Majority Leader Robert C. Byrd, 
D-W.Va., and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla. , 
which would curtail the scandalous influ
ence of special-interest money in congres
sional elections. 

As Archibald Cox, the former special pros
ecutor in the Watergate affair, has pointed 
out, this deluge of special-interest money 
"creates the image-if not the reality- that 
Congress is becoming populated with legis
lative Ivan Boeskys, pursuing a political 
brand of insider trading in which the cur
rency is public policy." 

It's time to end the congressional cam
paign financing scandal. 

It's time for Senate Republicans to join 
with their Democratic colleagues in limiting 
the amount of PAC money a congressional 
candidate can accept. 

It's time to establish a voluntary system 
of spending limits and partial public financ
ing. 

It's time to enact S. 2. 

[From the Charleston CWV> Gazette, July 8, 
1987] 

CASH CORRUPTION 
Senate Majority Leader Robert C. Byrd, 

D-W.Va., waged a valiant fight for S. 2, the 
Byrd-Boren campaign finance reform bill to 
end the cash corruption of Congress. But 
Senate Republicans-fearful of losing their 
big-money edge-filibustered him to a stand
still. 

The heart of Byrd's plan is public financ
ing of congressional campaigns, the same 
system used in presidential races. To obtain 
public funds, a candidate would have to 
accept severe limits on total campaign 
spending. <This is the only way limits can be 
imposed, since the Supreme Court has re
jected direct ceilings.) 

When Byrd's plan first was introduced, 
Minority Leader Robert Dole, R-Kan., 
promised there would be no GOP resistance. 
The Republicans did a turnaround, saying 
they can't tolerate use of taxpayer money 
for campaigns. This is baloney, because 
GOP presidential candidates have accepted 
$127 million of taxpayer money for cam
paigns since 1976. 

Now Byrd and Boren have drafted an in
genious substitute. It requires candidates to 
accept voluntary ceilings-and, if one vio
lates the limit in an attempt to buy an elec-

tion, his opponent is given public funds plus 
lower mailing rates and other benefits. If 
both candidates honor the ceiling, no tax 
funds would enter a campaign. 

Byrd's substitute is expected to come up 
for a Senate vote this week. We hope it suc
ceeds, because eradication of the special-in
terest cash cesspool is desperately needed. 

It reform is beaten again, here's a possible 
strategy: 

The president is eager for Senate confir
mation of right-wing ideologue Robert Bark 
to the Supreme Court. Byrd should specify 
that the Bark nomination will be considered 
after an election cleanup bill is passed and 
signed into law. 

[From the Charleston CWV> Daily Mail, 
July 11, 1987] 
PAC REFORM 

Spending limits, not public financing, are 
at the heart of the latest campaign finance 
bill pending in the U.S. Senate. 

The bill deserves a look. It is not perfect, 
but it is a better defense against those who 
believe in spending as much as possible, and 
then some, to literally buy their way into 
office. 

The new Boren-Byrd bill relies on the 
original measure's voluntary tax checkoff to 
generate funds. But the money will be made 
available only in races in which one of the 
candidates exceeds a voluntary spending 
limit. The candidate accepting the spending 
limit will be able to draw on the public 
funds , but only in sums to match his oppo
nent's spending. 

Senators who have joined in the filibuster 
against the original bill were rightfully con
cerned about tax dollars being used to sup
port political candidates. But if they can get 
a guarantee that the funds used to finance 
campaigns can be covered from a voluntary 
tax check-off system, their doubts should be 
allayed. 

As Oklahoma Sen. David Boren says, 
those who continue to oppose campaign fi
nance reform must explain why "it is good 
for Congress to spend more and more time 
raising millions of campaign dollars; that it 
is good for challengers to be increasingly 
closed out of the system; that it is good for 
business and labor groups and their repre
sentatives to be increasingly victimized by 
escalating fund-raising requests; and finally, 
that it is good to allow even the appearance 
that the most important offices of public 
trust in our country are being placed on the 
auction block." 

Boren is not using hyperbole. The average 
cost of winning a Senate seat last year was 
$3 million. To raise that amount in his or 
her six-year Senate term, a senator must 
beg or borrow $10,000 a week. 

And the costs keep climbing. In 12 years, 
the average Senate race could cost $15 mil
lion. 

It's time for candidates to return to stand
ing on their records and qualifications, 
rather than mounds of cash. 

[From the Charleston CWV) Daily Mail, 
June 23, 1987] 

CAMPAIGN REFORM 
Rejecting the notion that Republicans 

should be taxed to support Democratic con
gressional candidates and vice versa, the 
GOP minority in the U.S. Senate has fili
bustered a critical campaign spending bill 
all month. 

As Texas Sen. Phil Gramm says, taxpayer 
financing of congressional campaigns is an 
idea " totally alien to American democracy." 
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Two features of this legislation to curb 

the excesses of political action committees 
and the ever-rising cost of political cam
paigns, however, do make sense. Both sides 
of the aisle should join in instituting a vol
untary tax checkoff scheme for interested 
voters, similar to that used now for presi
dential races. 

The funds thus raised probably will not 
equal the estimated $500 million proposed 
for campaigns in the House and Senate, but 
it would be a start toward halting the "aris
tocracy of the moneybag," as Carlyle says. 

Candidates who spurn the voluntary 
spending caps under this checkoff-financed 
system would find themselves accused of 
trying to buy their way into office. 

The other reform that deserves a Senate 
vote is a limit on contributions from P ACs. 
Rep. Jim Leach of Iowa captures the impor
tance of this and other moves to dilute the 
impact of P ACs: 

"If the trend toward more expensive races 
. . . is not curbed, individuals elected to 
Congress will increasingly become indebted 
to either big business or big labor." 

That surely will destroy. American democ
racy. 

[From the Fairmont <WV) Times-West 
Virginian, June 19, 1987] 

CAMPAIGN REFORM BILL DESERVES A CHANCE 
A campaign reform bill that would bring 

sweeping and necessary changes to congres
sional elections is now being considered by 
the U.S. Senate. 

Unfortunately that bill, as of this writing, 
is bottled up in a filibuster as Republicans 
are objecting. Democratic senators, led by 
Majority Leader Robert Byrd, have been 
trying for the last week to break the filibus
ter in order for the bill to proceed. 

We hope that they succeed in that task 
with the bill largely intact, because we 
firmly believe that the measure would bring 
much-needed reforms to the spiraling cost 
of campaigns and influence of political 
action committees, better known as P ACs. 

The bill being considered now would pro
vide a voluntary system of state-by-state 
candidate spending limits coupled with a 
partial system of federal financing provided 
by income tax return check-offs similar to 
those now used to fund presidential elec
tions. 

It would also put limits on how much 
could be financed through large contribu
tions such as those customarily made by 
P ACs to candidates. 

We agree wholeheartedly with the senti
ments expressed by Sen. David Boren of 
Oklahoma, the main sponsor of the bill. 
"We must not let party politics stand in the 
way," he said Tuesday. "This is not a Re
publican problem. It is not a Democratic 
problem. It is an American problem. It is 
clear something is wrong." 

Senate Republicans have said they will 
fight any campaign bill that contains limits 
on campaign spending or provides taxpayer 
financing, jolting hopes that the bill will be 
approved in any thing close to its present 
form. 

Byrd has contended, and we agree, that 
the GOP opposition is basically to the 
spending limits. "If we're entertaining no
tions that we can have reforms without limi
tations on campaign expenditures and the 
PAC contributions, we're kidding outselves," 
he said. "The real problem is that of putting 
limits on campaign spending." 

We would hope that some Senate Republi
cans would think the issue through and vote 
for an end to the filibuster so that the main 
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bill can be voted on. Such a serious issue de
serves at least that chance for approval. 

[From the Huntington <WV> Herald 
Dispatch, July 9, 1987] 

REVISED APPROACH TO PUBLIC FINANCING 
On June 3, the Senate began consider

ation of S. 2, a campaign finance reform bill 
which would put limits on contributions to 
Senate candidates by political action com
mittees and establish overall campaign 
spending limits tied to a system of public fi
nancing. 

Led by Minority Leader Robert Dole, R
Kan. , most Senate Republicans have been 
conducting a filibuster for the past month, 
blocking Senate action on the measure. 

The most controversial aspect of S. 2-in
troduced on the first day of the lOOth Con
gress by Majority Leader Robert C. Byrd, D
W.Va., and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla.-has 
been its pubic financing provision. A 
number of the bill's opponents have cited 
public financing as the principal stumbling 
block preventing them from supporting it. 

Now, in an effort to break the GOP fili
buster, Byrd and Boren have unveiled a pro
posed substitute for S. 2 which is designed 
to meet the objections to public financing. 

The new proposal establishes a system of 
state-by-state campaign spending limits 
where no public funds would be provided to 
the candidates in a general election as long 
as they both agreed to abide by the spend
ing limits. However, if one candidate decided 
not to participate and made campaign ex
penditures in excess of the spending limit 
for his state, this would trigger public funds 
for his <or her) opponent. 

As the Washington Post has aptly put it, a 
candidate would receive public dollars "only 
if he agreed to abide by the spending limits 
. . . and his opponent did not. The public 
money would be only an insurance policy." 

In addition to this " insurance policy," a 
candidate who agreed to the spending limits 
would receive lower mailing rates and other 
benefits. <This apparently would satisfy the 
Supreme Court's ruling that in order to es
tablish a system of campaign spending 
limits, public benefits must be provided.) 

Byrd and Boren's new proposal trans
forms the fight over campaign spending 
into a whole new ball game. With it, the two 
lawmakers have sent opponents of S. 2 a 
strong signal that they're more than willing 
to meet them halfway. The key question 
now is whether the Senate is willing to 
resist partisan pressures and set aside ob
structionist tactics in order to act in the na
tion's best interests by enacting effective 
campaign finance reform. 

[From the Huntington <WV) Herald 
Dispatch, July 3, 1987] 

CAMPAIGN FINANCING NEEDS REFORMS Now 
There's been considerable attention fo

cused on a Senate campaign finance reform 
bill offered by Senate Majority Leader 
Robert C. Byrd, D-W.Va., and Sen. David 
Boren, D-Okla., that's currently being 
roadblocked by Senate Republicans. But 
even though it's the Senate fight that's 
been getting the headlines, it's equally im
portant that the House, too, act on the cam
paign finance issue. 

A logical starting point for action in the 
House is a measure introduced by Reps. 
Tony Coelho, D-Calif., Mike Synar, D-Okla., 
and Jim Leach, R-Iowa, on June 18. 

The Coelho-Synar-Leach bill would estab
lish a voluntary system of overall spending 
ceilings and limits on the use of personal 

wealth in campaigns, along with partial 
public financing for House general election 
campaigns. And-importantly-it would 
limit the total amount of political action 
committee contributions a congressional 
candidate can accept. 

The problem is clear. Excessive campaign 
spending and the increasingly large role 
being played by the free-spending P ACs 
have served to sharply undermine public 
confidence in the integrity of Congress. 

The current Congress may not be "the 
best money can buy"-but it clearly looks 
that way to more and more disillusioned 
voters. 

The need for comprehensive campaign 
reform is more urgent today than ever 
before. The current congressional campaign 
finance system is a scandal and disgrace. 

Indeed, in this, the Bicentennial year of 
the U.S. Constitution, there are few, if any, 
needs facing Congress that are more impor
tant than that for comprehensive campaign 
finance reform. We urge the House and 
Senate to join in early passage of this vital 
legislation. 

[From the Huntington <WV) Herald
Dispatch, June 19, 1987] 

TIME TO STOP STALLING: SEND PAC'S 
PACKING 

Most governmental scandals involve 
broken laws. But in the case of congression
al campaign financing, the laws are the 
scandal. 

And at the heart of that scandal are the 
political action committees-or PACs, as 
they're generally called-which poured 
more than $130 million into 1986's congres
sional races, a sixfold increase from a 
decade ago. 

The Senate is debating- or, to be more ac
curate, is trying to debate in the face of a 
Republican filibuster-S. 2, a bill sponsored 
by Senate Majority Leader Robert C. Byrd, 
D-W.Va., and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., 
which would curtain the scandalous influ
ence of special-interest money in congres
sional elections. 

As Archibald Cox, the former special pros
ecutor in the Watergate affair, has pointed 
out, this deluge of special-interest money 
"creates the image-if not the reality-that 
Congress is becoming populated with legis
lative Ivan Boeskys, pursuing a political 
brand of insider trading in which the cur
rency is public policy." 

It's time to end the congressional cam
paign financing scandal. 

It's time for Senate Republicans to join 
with their Democratic colleagues in limiting 
the amount of PAC money a congressional 
candidate can accept. 

It's time to establish a voluntary system 
of spending limits and partial public financ
ing. 

It's time to enact S. 2. 

[From the Huntington <WV> Herald
Dispatch, June 15, 1987] 

CAMPAIGN SPENDING SHOULD BE CURBED 
One of the most important issues facing 

the lOOth Congress is reform of the way 
congressional campaigns are financed. 

As the Washington Post has said, the 
present congressional finance system "is 
fundamentally corrupt. Every citizen knows 
that. So does every legislator." 

Now the Senate has an opportunity to ad
dress this national scandal. A campaign 
reform bill, S-2, sponsored by Senate Major
ity Leader Robert C. Byrd, D-W.Va., and 
~en. David Boren, D-Okla., has been report-
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ed to the floor by the Senate Rules Commit
tee. 

Commenting when S-2 was introduced on 
the very first day of the current session, 
Senate Minority Leader Robert Dole, R
Kan., said, "I would only indicate that it is a 
matter that I feel should be addressed .... 
I do not believe there will be any effort to 
stall any such legislation." And yet that's 
exactly what some Senate Republicans ap
parently intend to do. 

Using the filibuster and other obstruction
ist tactics to delay reform of the congres
sional finance system is a clear attempt by 
some Senators to evade their responsibility. 

S-2 or something very much like it is a 
"must" if any common sense is to be re
stored to the way congressional campaigns 
are financed. 

Two provisions are essential to any mean
ingful, comprehensive legislation to reform 
the current system: overall spending limits 
and limits on the total amount of political 
action committee contributions a candidate 
can accept. 

Both of these provisions are found in S-2. 
The bill would establish a voluntary 

system of spending limits, as well as limits 
on the use of personal wealth, tying these to 
partial public funding. The bill also would 
place aggregate limits on the amount of 
PAC contributions a candidate may accept. 
If this provision had been in effect in the 
1986 election, total PAC contributions to 
Senate candidates would have been cut by 
two-thirds-from $45 million to $16 million. 

The need for comprehensive campaign 
spending reform has never been more clear 
or more urgent. As former Sen. Barry Gold
water has said, "Unlimited campaign spend
ing eats at the heart of the democratic 
process. . . . Our nation is facing a crisis of 
liberty if we do not control campaign ex
penditures." 

The time is long past due for Congress to 
address this dangerous problem. 

[From the Morgantown <WV) Dominion
Post, June 9, 1987] 

THE AUCTION BLOCK 

The success of campaign finance reform 
at the congressional level will depend upon 
whether or not the various forces at work 
within the legislative body can effect a con
sensus that will provide a strong, compre
hensive product. 

The other day, during debate printed in 
the Congressional Record, there was general 
agreement upon five principles for real cam
paign finance reform. They are: 

First: The arms race in campaign spending 
must be halted. 

We need firm and realistic spending limits 
for federal candidates, and we must close 
the loopholes that allow surrogate spending 
to make a mockery of current law. 

Second: Those limits must apply to pri
maries as well as general elections. 

Third: We must dam the rivers of special 
interest money that are flooding our candi
dates and our parties. 

That means tough restrictions on political 
action committees, including steps to ensure 
that, once limited, PAC money does not pop 
up somewhere else under some other name. 
Soft money, bundling, and independent ex
penditures must also be cut back. 

Fourth: The only realistic way to achieve 
these goals is to adopt public financing of 
federal elections. 

That is how we took presidential elections 
off the auction block in the 1970s, and it is 
time to do the same for Congress in the 
1980s. 

We are mindful that President Reagan 
himself took public financing in his presi
dential campaigns. It was not mandatory 
that he do so. He did not express at that 
time a resentment or suggest that Congress 
was acting illegally in ensuring that there 
were going to be public funds available for 
the funding of the presidential campaigns. 

Fifth: The net impact of our proposals 
must be to encourage, not discourage, par
ticipation by citizens, both as candidates 
and as campaigners. Campaign reform must 
not become an exercise in incumbent protec
tion. 

We must not impose entry barriers which 
are unrealistic or constrain parties from en
couraging citizens to be involved. 

These, it seems to us, provide the kind of 
guidelines that we need. Citizens who feel 
strongly about campaign finance reform of 
congressional elections need to let their rep
resentatives know. 

[From the Allentown (PA) Morning Call, 
June 11, 1987] 

CAMPAIGNS: NEW MODEL NEEDED 

Not so long ago it was a widely held belief 
that in a democratic society long periods of 
governance were interrupted by a fine
tuning process known as elections. But that 
belief has been a fiction in American politics 
for decades. The fact of political life in 
today's America is that for the most part 
our political leaders are engaged in a contin
uous political campaign. No sooner are the 
victors of November rejoicing over their vic
tory than they start fattening up the war 
chest for their next campaign. In the case of 
members of the House of Representatives 
<who serve two-year terms), their round-the
clock campaigns only end with death, defeat 
or retirement. 

Aside from the detrimental effect that 
this divided attention has upon the primary 
job of legislators- legislating-their continu
ous preoccupation for money grubbing pro
duces a malaise in the body politic and an 
apathetic electorate. The campaigns are too 
long and too costly. The experience of Gary 
Hart provides an example of the direct link 
between the length of campaigns and their 
cost. 

Before Mr. Hart declared his willingness 
to move into the Oval Office in 1989, his 
1983-84 presidential campaign was still $1.3 
million in the red. Unperturbed, the former 
senator expected to be given $900,000 in tax
payer money for his new campaign, some of 
which he would use to help pay his debtors 
from his last campaign. However, the Feder
al Election Commission nixed that request 
because Mr. Hart dropped out of the cam
paign before he got around to filing for the 
money. Any appeal by Hart should fall on 
deaf ears. As we argued before in this space, 
no presidential candidate should qualify for 
taxpayer money until all previous campaign 
debts have been honored. Bankrupts (a 
name Mr. Hart may assume) need not apply. 

Closer to home, the campaign finance pic
ture is little brighter. Pennsylvania candi
dates for U.S. House and Senate seats in 
1986 received a record $7.5 million from po
litical action committees. These candidates 
spent a record $21.3 million in their election 
efforts. In 1980, the cost of these campaigns 
was $7.2 million-$2 million less than Sena
tor Arlen Specter and his challenger, Bob 
Edgar, spent in last year's senatorial battle. 

There are two ways to break the back of 
interminable campaigns and their multimil
lion-dollar price tags. The first is to limit 
the length of campaigns-almost an impos
sibility in our system. The second possibili-

ty-campaign-finance reform- though, is 
possible. That is if the politicians will it. 
Right now, Senate Republicans have bottled 
up a bill that would provide public financing 
of Senate campaigns-an improvement over 
the present vested-interest-financed cam
paign. 

In the meanwhile, those Americans who 
suffer from domestic political campaign fa
tigue can direct their attention to Western 
Europe. There is a great deal to recommend 
the dispatch with which the European par
liamentary democracies order their election 
process. For example, today millions of Brit
ons will go to the polls to elect a govern
ment. It is a process that was last played out 
in 1983. Then, as now, the campaign was 
limited to three weeks. 

If the purpose of a national election is to 
elect a national government, then the short
est time practicable to accomplish this is 
preferable. This would allow the govern
ment to do what it's expected to do
govern-and not have its members constant
ly occupied with raising money and spend
ing time on the next election. So far the 
politicians who control the political process 
of campaign reform have shown little incli
nation to mend their ways. Although this is 
not surprising, it is disappointing. If the Eu
ropean election model fails to attract our 
politicians, at least they could make the 
effort to devise a streamlined American 
model. 

[From the Astoria, <OR) Daily Astorian, 
June 24, 1987] 

SUBSTANTIAL BEGINNING 

The debate in the United States Senate 
regarding campaign financing has produced 
no surprises. Senators are reluctant to give 
up an arrangement that serves them well, 
but they know they must. They cannot 
avoid confronting the hard facts that cam
paigns for the Senate cost too much and 
that the candidates must depend too much 
on special interests for the funding of their 
campaigns. 

Major reform is proposed by two Demo
crats, Sen. David Boren of Oklahoma and 
Sen. Robert Byrd of West Virginia. They 
have 47 co-sponsors. They would use limited 
public financing of congressional campaigns 
as it is used in presidential campaigns. They 
would tie this to a limitation on how much 
political action committees could contribute 
singly or in groups to an individual candi
date. 

The U.S. Supreme Court has ruled that 
limits can be placed on campaign spending 
and contributions only if accompanied by a 
system of public finance. 
R~publican senators, led by Bob Pack

wood, would prohibit all direct PAC contri
butions to candidates. But they would 
permit P ACs to make contributions to polit
ical parties. Of course the parties would 
send the money on to candidates. 

If you accept the theory that a sinner 
knows best how to cope with sin, Sen. Pack
wood has imposing credentials. He raised a 
huge amount of money-much more than 
he was able to spend-to get re-elected. 
Much of it came from P ACs. ·Charging lob
byists $5,000 to have breakfast with him 
handsomely benefited Packwood. 

The proposal which Packwood espouses 
would not get a handle on congressional 
campaign finance for it really wouldn't 
change anything. The Boren-Bird plan 
wouldn't entirely clean up an arrangement 
that is begging for reform but it would 
make a substantial beginning. 
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[From the Athens <TX> Daily Review. June 

5, 1987] 
As WE SEE IT: CoNGREss PoNDERS ITs OwN 

"FILTHY LUCRE" 
Money is on the mind of Congress these 

days-money scandals, to be specific. Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the byzantine trail of funds connected to 
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in 
the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. But 
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of 
its own as well-a scandal that involves the 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for re-election and the 
amount of time it takes to raise that money. 
Chief among them is Senate Majority 
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who com
plains that his colleagues are spending so 
much time trying to raise campaign funds 
that they have no time for Senate business. 
Byrd and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla .• are co
sponsors of legislation to curb political 
action committees <PACs> and limit cam
paign spending. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, 
would create a series of voluntary spending 
limits in Senate primary and general elec
tion races·. It also would provide public 
funds for general election candidates who 
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for 
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle 
would be set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would 
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races. depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 
Republican measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include public fi
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going up in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candidates reaching a record 
$130 million in the 1986 election and with 
the 100th Congress more indebted to special 
interests than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now, 
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but 
he does not have the 60 votes needed to 
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster. 
We hope he will push hard to get the neces
sary votes. 

[From the Augusta <ME) Kennebec 
Journal, June 16, 19871 

CAMPAIGN REFORM NEEDS GOP BoosT 
The good news is that reform of congres

sional campaigns, with their vicious televi
sion commercials and exorbitant cost, is pos
sible this year. The bad news is that the 
debate is proceeding along partisan lines, 
with Senate Democrats almost unanimously 

in favor of a public financing plan, and Re
publicans opposed. 

The Senate is fertile ground for reform. 
Most senators are simply sick and tired of 
spending much of their time hounding po
tential contributors for the millions of dol
lars it takes to win a Senate seat these days. 
With contribution limits more or less ruled 
out by a 1976 Supreme Court decision, 
public financing- as in presidential races-is 
the obvious alternative. 

Yet the Republicans are balking. In recent 
years, they have piled up a huge fundraising 
advantage over Democrats, and are reluc
tant to yield that edge. 

The effect on attitudes is apparent. The 
party-line consensus is clearer on this issue 
than perhaps any other, even such "litmus 
test" votes as aid to Contras. On a motion to 
limit debate on the Byrd-Boren bill, every 
Democrat but three voted yes, and every 
Republican but two voted no. <Maine's 
George Mitchell <D> voted yes and William 
Cohen <R> voted no.) 

Republican senators, anxious to avoid 
being labelled as defenders of the deplora
ble status quo, have offered various alterna
tive bills, none of which, however, is a seri
ous attempt to clean up the situation. Limit
ing contributions by political action commit
tees has been tried and has failed. Allegedly 
" independent" spending in support of a can
didate has multiplied and made a mockery 
of the existing PAC limits. Only by capping 
the overall costs of campaigns, and using 
partial public financing-with candidates 
matching the amount from taxpayers-will 
we ever stop auctioning seats to the highest 
bidder. 

If that last statement seems harsh, consid
er the number of incumbent senators-and 
unsuccessful aspirants-who ran for the 
office almost solely on the basis of their pri
vate wealth. The majorit y of current sena
tors are millionaires-not exactly represent
ative of the American people. And a majori
ty-even from small states such as Maine
spent more t han a million dollars in their 
most recent campaign. 

How to break the partisan deadlock? Per
haps offer a sweetener for the GOP, allow
ing increased contributions from national 
party headquarters. 

But in the end, the Republicans must ask 
themselves this question: is their demon
strated fundraising clout really an advan
tage when the average voter is disgusted by 
the excesses of campaigning with the buy
and-sell atmosphere and the television com
mercials, repeated hourly, appealing to ev
eryone's worst instincts? 

Sen. Cohen, we hope, will change his mind 
and vote to end the filibuster, and then for 
campaign reform. 

[From the Bakersfield <CA> Californian, 
June 29, 19871 

YACKETY, YACKETY, YACK! 
When is a debate not a debate? When it's 

a debate, of course. In the looking-glass 
world of congressional politics that absurdi
ty makes sense, even if the phenomenon it 
describes does not. 

S2 is a bill by Senate Majority Leader Sen. 
Robert C. Byrd of West Virginia and Sen. 
David Boren, D-Okla., supported by 
Common Cause. It is a comprehensive feder
al campaign finance-reform measure. It is 
separate from a state initiative dealing with 
many of the same issues sponsored by a 
similarly named group, California Common 
Cause. 

That there is a need for reform is almost 
unarguable. According to federal figures, in 

the last 10 years, U.S. Senate campaign 
costs quintupled-at one point doubling in 
two years! 

At the present rate of increase, a person 
who next year wins a U.S. Senate seat will 
have to raise more than $1,300 every day 
<including Saturdays, Sundays and holi
days) for the entire six-year term to finance 
his reelection campaign-and that is with 
the incumbent's advantage! 

Those projections are based on average 
national costs, which usually are less than 
California's, so the seat now held by Pete 
Wilson, which will be contested then, will be 
at prices predictably higher. Incredibly, in 
the following term, increases will continue, 
quadrupling again over the present quintu
pled costs. 

Aside from disproportionate inflation in 
the cost of politics compared to all other in
flation components as a problem is the 
source of the money. 

Contributions from special-interest politi
cal action committees-ironically envisioned 
as a Watergate-era campaign reform-are 
increasing faster than campaign costs. That 
means that contributions from individuals 
and groups within a district are becoming 
proportionately less of a candidate's war 
chest and interest. 

To mitigate drawbacks, many solutions 
have been suggested. Naturally, there is dis
agreement on such issues as public financ
ing, the so-called "millionaire's loophole" 
<the ability to use one's own money in a 
campaign without limit), mandated TV ad 
rates, etc. 

Opponents of S2 have begun a filibuster
a non-stop debate-literally not letting the 
other guy get a word in edgewise: no mean
ingful give-and-take debate, no votes, no so
lution, no end to it. 

Thus, we have the world's greatest delib
erative body-as the Senate likes to bill 
itself-crippling itself. 

It does not matter what side one takes on 
this issue. The issue does not even matter in 
the larger sense. 

What matters is that despite the heroism 
with which filibusterers characterize them
selves-voting and civil rights, Vietnam, fair· 
housing and states rights are issues that 
come to mind that were subjects of a filibus
ter-it essentially is an undemocratic proce
dure designed to stifle the expression of dif
fering points of view and votes on them. 

The Senate should cease demonstrating 
the antithesis of all it thinks it stands for. 
Filibusterers should have the courage to 
allow a vote up or down on 82's considerable 
merits and amendments that may be offered 
as compromise solutions to some of its prob
lems. 

If senators don't deserve this basic courte
sy of democracy, citizens do. 

[From the B~ngor <ME) Daily News, June 
18, 19871 

CAMPAIGN FINANCING 
Senate Democrats and Republicans are 

haggling over competing campaign finance 
reform plans in what is described as the best 
opportunity in years to get things changed. 
They should get together and design mean
ingful bipartisan reform. It's about time. 

The campaign-financing problem is not 
that politicians are accepting bribes in brief
cases. Rather, they're openly accepting 
huge campaign contributions from special 
interest groups, which, in effect, buy access 
to their offices, and drive up the cost of 
campaigning by quantum leaps. Frequently, 
the money comes from wealthy out-of-state 
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organizations representing narrow special
interest groups, not local folks. 

The impact is evident: 
Senate winners in 1986 spent an average 

of $3 million, five times higher than a 
decade previously. During the same period, 
Senate PAC donations increased by a factor 
of nine. 

Meanwhile, almost half the members of 
the U.S. House of Representatives got half 
of their money from PACS in 1986 (both of 
Maine's representatives received less), with 
the vast majority of the funds going to in
cumbents. 

The Democrats' plan, co-sponsored by 
Sen. George J. Mitchell, makes a compre
hensive stab at serious reform. It asks candi
dates to place a lid on their campaign ex
penditures, and to further limit their take 
from the political action committees. In 
return, they get public funding for a portion 
of their expenses, the limit depending on 
the voting population in their states. The 
system is voluntary, and it conforms to U.S. 
Supreme Court rulings. 

In Maine, Senate candidates would be able 
to raise $190,950 from PACs, and spend up 
to $950,000 overall. Compare that to the 
1984 Senate election in which Sen. William 
S. Cohen raised $417,657 in PAC money and 
spent $1,007,359 overall. Or compare it to 
the 1982 election in which Sen. George J. 
Mitchell raised $562,253 in PAC money and 
spent $1,208,026. 

The new limits obviously would mean can
didates would have to raise more money 
from the grassroots, and spend less on slick 
TV spots and other high-tech gimmicks. 
The new limits would slow the rise in cam
paign costs. And, most important, they 
would lessen the perception that politicians 
are being bought off by special interests. 

The Republican alternatives don't deal 
with reform in as comprehensive a way. For 
example, they rule out spending limits on 
the premise they would favor incumbents, 
who are already much better known than 
challengers. This is not what has occurred 
with public financing of presidential cam
paigns, however. Since 1976, two of the first 
three challengers to incumbent presidents 
won their elections. 

One of the Republicans bills purports to 
ban PAC spending altogether, but it leaves a 
big loophole in the practice of "bundling." 
That occurs when P ACs channel individ
uals' checks to candidates in a way that 
doesn't count toward the PACs' own dona
tion limit. Such a half-hearted approach to 
change is unacceptable. 

Public financing would be paid for by dou
bling the campaign income-tax checkoff 
from $1 to $2. The $50 million price tag for 
a cleaner campaign system would be rela
tively cheap. As Common Cause Chairman 
Archibald Cox points out, that's less than 
what Congress spends on military bands. 
How much is too much to clean up Con
gress' image, and slow down the rise in cam
paign costs? 

[From the Boston <MA> Globe, July 5, 1987] 
CAMPAIGN-FINANCE CURBS 

The U.S. Senate spent much of last month 
debating S. 2, the Senatorial Election Cam
paign Act of 1987, which would provide 
public funds for willing Senate candidates 
and limit political action committee money 
for all. 

The Senate has spent time on the issue 
largely because the majority leader, Sen. 
Robert C. Byrd <D-W.Va.), believes that 
"our electoral system is in crisis and badly 
in need of overhaul." 

The minority leader, Sen. Bob Dole <R
Kan.), believes that the Republican Party, 
as it approaches the post-Reagan era, will 
be in crisis if its ability to spend money is 
limited. He has supported a filibuster 
against S. 2 with some lame rhetoric: "Why 
are we not addressing soft money? What 
about all the phone banks that organized 
labor uses in Democratic campaigns?" 

Dole complains that "Putting on a cam
paign-expenditure limit is, in effect, putting 
a brake on our growth in certain parts of 
the country." Can Republican ideas flourish 
only regionally? Dole insists that "we are 
not trying to drive true volunteers off the 
political scene," but big money fuels big con
sultant fees and consultants find volunteers 
a nuisance. 

Sen. Phil Gramm <R-Texas) says, "There 
is something very un-American about the 
whole approach" to public funds. It was not 
un-American when President Reagan agreed 
to accept voluntary limits in 1980 and 1984. 
The president obviously thinks that Repub
lican ideas are strong enough to do without 
millions in advertising fertilizer. 

Dole-who will soon be accepting "un
American" public funds for his presidential 
campaign-has made this issue a partisan 
test, along with Sen. Bob Packwood <R-Ore.) 
and others who are ignoring the real 
strengths of their own party. 

Curbing big money was one of the final ef
forts of Barry Goldwater before he retired 
from the Senate. Goldwater, like Reagan, 
had the courage of his convictions. Only two 
Republicans, Sens. John H. Chafee of 
Rhode Island and Robert T. Stafford of 
Vermont, have voted to stop a filibuster 
aimed at protecting their party's money ad
vantage. They are beginning to look wiser 
each day. 

[From the Boulder <CO) Daily Camera, July 
7, 1987] 

LIMIT CAMPAIGN SPENDING 
Sponsors of a Senate bill aimed at con

gressional campaign finance reform have of
fered an alternate plan in an effort to shut 
off a filibuster led by Senate Minority 
Leader Robert Dole, R-Kan. 

Noting that many senators have claimed 
to be in favor of campaign spending reform 
but have problems advocating public financ
ing, sponsors, led by Sen. David Boren, D, 
Okla., altered their proposal to restrict 
public financing to just the cases where can
didates attempt to "buy" an election. 

Sen. Dole and others blocking consider
ation of the original S.B. 2 have repeatedly 
said that they haven't heard a demand from 
the folks back home for taxpayers to pick 
up the cost of congressional campaigning. 

Responding to the substance of the com
plaint, Sen. Boren and Senate Majority 
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., last week 
proposed a compromise. The new proposal 
would rely on campaign spending limits es
tablished on the basis of population, and 
would limit aggregate political action com
mittee spending in each race. 

Public financing would be provided only in 
instances where candidates violate the legal 
limits in an attempt to overwhelm their op
ponents. 

This is a serious compromise on the part 
of the sponso2s of S.B. 2, in our opinion. It 
removes a valid objection-that public fi
nancing might add too much in new ex
penses at a time when the most pressing 
issue facing the country is the mounting na
tional debt. Given a good-faith effort on the 
part of those seeking office, the new reform 
measure should cost very little. At the same 

time it would stop the runaway cost of cam
paigning and end what has become a nation
al scandal of PAC-controlled politics. 

In a recent editorial, the Washington Post 
pointed out that the average campaign for 
the Senate now costs around $3 million. 
That means that an incumbent has to raise 
almost $10,000 a week for his entire term of 
office to meet the competition. The Nation
al Journal has reported that at the end of 
1986, four Senate incumbents had raised $1 
million each for their 1990 campaigns. 
Three other incumbents had already raised 
over $700,000 for their 1990 campaigns. 

Surely the demands of such heavy money 
raising cut into the quality of performance 
in office. The Senate can end this treadmill 
of wasted effort by voting to end the filibus
ter on campaign finance reform when it 
comes up later this week. The bill's sponsors 
have earned a full debate on the measure 
with their new and better proposal. 

[From the Bozeman <MT) Daily Chronicle, 
June 23, 1987] 

LIMIT PAC INFLUENCE 

SENATE CAMPAIGN BILL A GOOD STARTING POINT 
Every so often Congress comes face-to

face with its own self interests and the re
sulting battles are typically severe and pro
tracted. 

That's the case today as the U.S. Senate 
wrestles with a bill designed to curb cam
paign spending and reduce the influence of 
organizations that dole out cash to their fa
vorite politicians. 

The bill would set voluntary spending 
limits in Senate races and give Senate candi
dates public campaign funds in return for 
staying within those limits. The bill would 
place a limit on the total amount of contri
butions a candidate could receive from polit
ical action committees, or PACs. 

According to Common Cause, had the 
Senatorial Election Campaign Act been law 
during the 1986 Senate elections, PAC con
tributions to candidates would have been 
slashed from nearly $29 million to $10 mil
lion. 

If the bill had been law during the 1985-86 
campaigns, Idaho Sen. Steve Symms would 
have been allowed about $191,000 in PAC 
contributions instead of the $1.36 million he 
reportedly received. 

The bill, in spirit, is a step in the right di
rection and away from the ritual money 
chasing that has become a hallmark of con
gressional campaigns. 

The hunt for PAC donations not only 
gives incumbents a tremendous advantage 
and sends campaign costs skyrocketing but 
it encourages public suspicion about the 
strings attached to such massive donations. 

Although there is much lipservice sympa
thy for the idea of lowering campaign costs 
and reducing the potential for scandal, the 
finance reform bill is being effectively 
stalled by Senate Republicans. 

One problem with the bill, critics say, is 
its use of public tax dollars for campaigning. 
The money would be offered as an incentive 
to candidates who voluntarily limit PAC re
ceipts. There may be room for compromise 
on that point-candidates could be given 
mail privileges instead of cash, for in
stance-but the use of some form of public 
incentive to reduce PAC influence may be 
necessary. 

But the major GOP objection the cam
paign finance bill has nothing to do with 
tax dollars or public policy. The sticking 
point is politics. 
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The problem, Republican critics say, is 

timing. Limits on campaign spending 
couldn't come at a worse time for the GOP 
minority which naturally wants no limits 
placed on the amount of money it feels it 
needs to spend to recapture control of the 
Senate. 

In effect, the proposed spending reforms 
would give Democratic incumbents the 
upper hand in keeping their majority. Re
publicans argue. Would Democrats be so 
willing to limit PAC contributions if they 
were in the minority? 

While there may be some short-term va
lidity to the GOP complaint, that purely po
litical argument could be used to effectively 
kill any move to get campaign spending 
under control. One party or another will 
always be in the minority. 

Congress has to start somewhere and now 
is as good a time as any. 

Only the most naive believe that money 
has little influence on political decisions. 
That influence must be controlled and the 
Senatorial Election Campaign Act is a 
worthwhile place to begin the job. 

[From the Brookings <SD> Daily Register, 
June 5, 1987] 

A DUBIOUS DISTINCTION 
This past fall, South Dakota finished first 

in something, but it was a rather dubious 
distinction. 

To get your vote in the race for the 
Senate, Tom Daschle and Jim Abdnor com
bined to spend more than $25 per vote, more 
than double the previous per-vote spending 
record set in 1984 in the race between Sen. 
Jesse Helms and Gov. Jim Hunt in North 
Carolina. 

More than $7,000,000 was spent electing a 
senator from South Dakota! 

The Daschle-Abdnor confrontation was 
only one example of how public trust in our 
election system is being undermined by big 
money interests who invest huge sums of 
money to curry favor with candidates. 

It's understandable that voters are start
ing to wonder if their candidates are being 
bought and paid for by the special interests. 

The process of raising and spending such 
huge amounts of money is what was in ques
tion this week as the Senate began debate 
on a bill to limit campaign spending. 

In a statement made in April, Daschle 
said, "More than any other single facto2 it 
is this almost unlimited funding that is a 
problem. If we are ever to get a handle on 
the multiple maladies that afflict our cam
paign financing system, our very first step 
must be to limit spending." 

That is what Senate Bill 2 is designed to 
do. 

S-2 is the Senatorial Election Campaign 
Act which was introduced by Sen. David 
Boren, D-Okla., and Senate Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va. It's the first compre
hensive campaign finance reform bill sent to 
the full Senate since 1977. 

The bill provides a system of public fi
nancing for Senate elections. It would re
quire candidates to limit their total spend
ing in both the primary and general elec
tions in return for being eligible to receive 
public funds to· finance their general elec
tion campaigns. 

In South Dakota, that limit would be 
$950,000 on the general election per candi
date and $636,500 in the primary. 

That limit of $1.6 million is well under 
half what both Daschle and Abdnor spent 
in 1986. 

That extra $2 million allowed the candi
dates to go far beyond what was necessary 

to get their messages to the voters of South 
Dakota. There was so' much money in the 
two campaigns that they almost couldn't 
spend it all. 

In the last few weeks, the money which 
was burning a hole in the pockets of the 
candidates was used to burn their opponents 
with negative advertising. 

The presence of big money throughout 
the campaign created another problem for 
the candidates. The candidates had to spend 
an inordinate amount of 4ime trying to get 
those big bucks into their coffers. 

That meant hours and hours on the 
phone and in meetings courting the big 
money people. Now even the most naive 
must wonder what promises had to be made 
to get that money. 

The second important part of S-2 is a 
limit on how much money a candidate can 
accept from political action committees. 

The limit in South Dakota would be 
$190,950. 

For example, if S-2 had been in effect 
during the last election, the PAC receipts of 
Daschle would have been cut a wl:'lopping 
$971,000; for Abdnor, the cut would have 
been equally dramatic at $892,000. 

We don't need to spend $7 million to get 
the message of candidates to the people of 
South Dakota. 

If we don't limit campaign spending soon, 
what the voters of our state think won't 
much matter anymore.-Doug Anstaett, 
editor and publisher. 

[From the Buffalo <NY> News, July 5, 1987] 
CONGRESS SHOULD ADOPT ELECTION SPENDING 

CURBS 
A sorely needed measure to reform con

gressional campaign financing is bogged 
down in the Senate-thanks to filibustering 
by misguided Republican opponents. 

The bill, sponsored by Sen. David Boren, 
D-Okla., and Senate Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., is modeled on the 
successful method of funding presidential 
campaigns and would provide partial public 
funding for Senate candidates who agree to 
abide by voluntary spending limits. 

It would also restrict the total amount of 
money a candidate can accept from political 
action committees <PACs) set up by a wide 
assortment of special interest groups. 

Public financing of campaigns has its 
drawbacks, but it is the only practical way 
of getting candidates to accept campaign 
spending limits. The Supreme Court has 
ruled out mandatory limits on campaign 
spending as an unconstitutional infringe
ment on the right of free speech, so any 
limits must be voluntary. 

The significant fact is that public funding 
has worked very well in controlling spend
ing and restraining the influence of private 
money in presidential elections. 

The need for a similar plan for congres
sional campaigns is clear. The cost of these 
campaigns has reached vast proportions, 
and the growing dependency of candidates 
on PAC dollars, in particular, ought to 
alarm every citizen who recognizes the po
tentially corrupting nature of special inter
est financing. 

Sen. Boren pointed out that the average 
cost of a successful Senate campaign has 
soared from $600,000 to more than $3 mil
lion in just 10 years. One consequence, as he 
noted, is that senators must spend more and 
more of their time, not on representing 
their constituents and working for the coun
try, but simply on rising campaign funds. 

"At this rate," said Boren, "a newly elect
ed senator will have to raise more than 

$40,000 every single month of his or her six
year term just to fund a re-election race in 
1992." 

The surge in PAC contributions is no less 
worrisome. Common Cause, a leading propo
nent of campaign financing reform, stressed 
that PAC contributions to Senate candi
dates have grown from $5 million in 1976 to 
$45 million last year. One out of four sena
tors received $1 million in PAC funds. 

There is no excuse for Congress to contin
ue to hide from this problem. In the words 
of Common Cause President Fred Werth
eimer, the public financing bill now before 
the Senate is fair legislation " that will limit 
campaign spending and the undue influence 
of political money in Congress while allow
ing for competitive elections." 

Unless its supporters make their feelings 
known, however, effective campaign reform 
is likely to remain buried under an continu
ing avalanche of special interest dollars. 

[From the South Idaho Press, Burley, ID, 
June 14, 1987] 

EFFORT ON To CuT PowER OF PAC's 
Money is on the mind of Congress these 

days-money scandals, to be specific. Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the byzantine trail of funds connected to 
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in 
the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. But 
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of 
its own as well-a scandal that involves the 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for reelection and the amount 
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief 
among them is Senate Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that 
his colleagues are spending so much time 
trying to raise campaign funds that they 
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and 
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla .• · are cosponsors 
of legislation to curb political action com
mittees <PACs) and limit campaign spend
ing. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, 
would create a series of voluntary spending 
limits in Senate primary and general elec
tion races. It also would provide public 
funds for general election candidates who 
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for 
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle 
would be set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would 
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races, depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 
Republican measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include public fi
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going U:p in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candidates reaching a record 
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$130 million in the 1986 election and with 
the 100th Congress more indebted to special 
interests than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

[From the Burlington Free Press, 
Burlington, VT, June 16, 1987] 

DEMOCRATS' BILL To BLUNT PAC'S WORTH 
PASSING 

Even in Vermont, where the cost of a seat 
in the U.S. House or Senate is notoriously 
low by national standards, entirely too 
much money is being spent on political cam
paigns. 

Excessive spending is fueled by more and 
more cash from political action committees, 
or PACs. As the power of government to 
regulate private interests has grown, so has 
the appetite of those interests to win and 
keep friends through judiciously distributed 
campaign contributions. 

For the first time in more than a decade, 
Senate leaders appear to be serious about 
campaign spending reform. Democrats have 
written a bill worthy of passage not because 
it is ideal, but because it goes about as far as 
Congress can be expected to go on an issue 
so dear to every member's heart. 

The Democrats would offer public fund
ing to any Senate candidate who accepts 
spending limits, and would set a limit on 
PAC contributions to candidates and nation
al political parties. 

Republicans complain the Democrats 
want to pick the taxpayer's pocket to fi
nance their own re-election and have 
blocked action on the bill. But what have 
the Republicans offered in return? Their 
own proposals are mere tinkering with the 
size of individual contributions. 

Public financing might not be anybody's 
first choice. But a U.S. Supreme Court 
ruling has made mandatory spending limits 
unconstitutional. Voluntary limits offering 
the carrot of public funding seem to be best 
remaining choice. 

It could be argued, in fact , that the Demo
crats didn't go far enough. Their proposal 
would not so much reduce campaign spend
ing, as put a limit on future increases. 
<Under the proposed rules, a candidate 
could still spend more than $8 million on a 
campaign in California). 

Nor would the bill necessarily work to an 
incumbent's advantage, at least in Vermont. 
Here, the bill would lirnit each candidate to 
about $1 million on the general election 
(plus, another $650,000 in the primary). 

Last year, Sen. Patrick Leahy, D-Vt., spent 
$1.6 million defeating Republican Richard 
Snelling <who spent $1.2 million). Leahy was 
also much more dependent on the P ACs, 
which kicked in more than 40 percent of his 
funding. The new law would limit him to 30 
percent of the primary election spending 
limit. 

The cost of running for federal office in 
the United States has doubled in the last 10 
years. If the cost is not to double again, if 
elections are not to be buried in an ava
lanche of special interest money, if candi
dates are not to spend more time talking to 
out-of-state fundraisers than to their voters 
Congress must seize the opportunity offered 
by the Democratic proposal. 

[From the Nevada Appeal, Carson City, NV, 
July 2, 1987] 

ELECTION FINANCE REFORM NEEDED 
The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over 

an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount 
importance. 

It's not the Iran-Contra scandal or the 
budget or trade strategy. It's money- cam
paign money, to be exact. 

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader 
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re
publican colleagues have been engaged in a 
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting 
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation 
that would alter the system of election fi
nance. 

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas
ure that would create voluntary spending 
limits in Senate elections, provide public 
funds for Senate general-election candidates 
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict 
the amount of money that House and 
Senate candidates may accept from politi
cal-action committees, or PACs. 

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general
election limits would range from $950,000 in 
a low-population state such as Wyoming to 
nearly $5.5 million in California. 

Senate Republicans don't necessa2ily dis
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole 
himself has spoken out about the outra
geous expense of running for public office 
and the undue influence that PACs wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. 

In the past 10 years, PAC contributions to 
Senate candidates have increased from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil
lion to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
finance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans object to the idea of 
using government money to run congres
sional campaigns-even though the public 
financing scheme for presidential candi
dates is working well. They argue that 
spending limits in congressional campaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It 
would cut the maximum amount that any 
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it 
would eliminate the spending limit and 
public-financing components of the legisla
tion. 

Campaign reform simply will not happen 
without spending limits. 

The Supreme Court has ruled that there 
must be some form of public benefits in 
order to establish a system of voluntary 
campaign-spending limits. 

The spending limits contained in Senate 
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re
quired by the Supreme Court. 

If presidential elections are a reliable 
guide, Senate Bill 2 will provide for competi
tive elections. Neither party will be at a dis
advantage. 

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to 
step aside and give the reform legislation a 
chance to slay the campaign monster. 

In doing so, they would be helping restore 
the integrity of our representative form of 
government. 

<Appeal editorials are the opinions of the 
newspaper's editorial board. All other opin
ions expressed on the Opinion page are 
those of the artist or author indicated.) 

[From the Chandler <AZ> Arizonan, May 29, 
1987) 

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM DUE 
The Senatorial Election Campaign Act 

has cleared the Senate Rules Committee 
but faces the roadblock of a Senate filibus-

ter unless integrity wins out over greed in 
the hearts of some members of the Senate. 

The bill, known as the Boren-Byrd amend
ment, would place overall voluntary spend
ing limits on senatorial campaigns and 
limits on the amount of political action com
mittee contributions a candidate could 
accept. 

Among those in opposition to the cam
paign finance reform act are such big-gun 
P ACs as the American Medical Association 
and the National Association of Home 
Builders. 

Supporters of the legislation include the 
American Association of Retired Persons 
and the International Association of Chiefs 
of Police. 

Senate opposition already has set up a 
ruse in the amendment introduced by Sen. 
Todd Stevens, R-Alaska. It is campaign fi
nance reform in name only, and contains 
neither the spending limits nor the PAC 
contribution limits. 

PAC contributions to Senate candidates 
have jumped from $5.4 million in the 1976 
election to $45.7 million in the 1986 election. 
In the 1976 election it took an average of 
$610,000 to win a Senate race. In 1986 it 
took $3 million. 

Election campaigns are too expensive and 
financed to too great a degree by P ACs. The 
Senatorial Election Campaign Act is long 
overdue. 

[From the Chillicothe <OH) Gazette, May 
28, 1987] 

CAMPAIGN AcT NEEDED To CuRB SPENDING 
Money sets the world in motion, and poli

ticians want all the action they can get. 
Currently t he full Senate has in its 

hopper the Senatorial Election Campaign 
Act which woul5 put an overall spending 
limit and limits on the total amount of Po
litical Action Committee contributions a 
candidate can accept. 

The act, designated S. 2, has picked up 
momentum, winning endorsements by 65 
national organizations, the support of 49 
senators-only two short of the majority 
needed for passage-and according to a 
Gallup Poll the approval of a majority of 
the American people who feel campaign ex
pense reform is long overdue. 

So, what's the problem? Opponents vow to 
block action on S. 2 by filibustering. To end 
such a filibuster, 60 senators would have to 
vote for cloture, and that means S. 2 is in 
deep trouble. 

The PACs, which invest millions in legisla
tors to ensure favorable votes on their pet 
projects, are not about to take reform lying 
down. Without the leverage of virtually un
limited cash contributions, the committees 
would find their powers checked. 

Congressional campaigning is costly; in 
the last 10 years overall expenditures on 
Senate races have increased fivefold from 
$38.1 million in 1976 to $178.9 million in 
1986. 

The reform act would clamp a lid on such 
outrageous spending. Candidates would be 
required to agree to limit total spending in 
both the primary and general election in 
return for which they would be eligible for 
public funds for the general election cam
paigns. 

The electorate has a right to expect its 
senators and representatives to do the job 
for which they presumably have been elect
ed. That is to govern. Not be the puppets of 
the money machines that churn out the 
wherewithal needed to keep them on the 
Congressional payroll. 
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[From the Messenger, Clemson, SC, June 5, 

1987] 
CONGRESS PONDERS 

Money is on the mind of Congress these 
days-money scandals, to be specific. Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the byzantine trail of funds connected to 
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in 
the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. But 
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of 
its own as well-a scandal that involves the 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for re-election and the amount 
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief 
among them is Senate Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd, D-W. VA., who complains that 
his colleagues are spending so much time 
trying to raise campaign funds that they 
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and 
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-sponsors 
of legislation to curb political action com
mittees (PACs) and limit campaign spend
ing. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, 
would create _a series of voluntary spending 
limits in Senate primary and general elec
tion races. It also would provide public 
funds for general election candidates who 
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for 
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle 
would be set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would 
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races, depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 
Republican measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include public fi
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going up in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candidates reaching a record 
$130 million in the 1986 election and with 
the 100th Congress in the nation's history, 
the need for significant change is urgent. 

Senate bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now, 
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but 
he does not have the 60 votes needed to 
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster. 
We hope he will push hard to get the neces
sary votes. 

[From the Cleveland <OH) Plain Dealer, 
June 23, 1987] 

THE MUGGING OF S2 
Everybody agrees that Congress needs to 

reform the system of financing campaigns. 
So why are Senate Republicans opposing 
that very effort? For three weeks <going on 
four) they have stalled action on a bill that 
would overhaul Senate campaign financing. 
They haven't offered any meaningful alter
natives; they haven't raised any credible ob
jections; they haven't offered any improve-

ments. It is said that they are filibustering 
the bill, but they aren't. They're mugging it. 

As written. the Senatorial Election Cam
paign Act <S2) would limit the total amount 
of money a candidate could receive from po
litical action committees. It also would 
outlaw "bundling," a loophole through 
which PACs escape the $5,000 limit on their 
donations by delivering personal checks 
from PAC members. And it would establish 
voluntary spending limits for Senate candi
dates. As part of that voluntary limit, it 
would offer public financing to candidates 
who agree to the limits. 

Arguments against the bill are difficult to 
pin down, largely because they are difficult 
to make. The Republican refrain has been, 
simply, that public financing somehow is 
bad. That sounds especially strange, howev
er, when you consider that the man leading 
the opposition is Sen. Robert Dole, who was 
the grateful recipient of almost $450,000 in 
public funds for his brief, 1980 presidential 
campaign, and who recently received certifi
cation for public funding for his 1988 cam
paign. 

Does public financing somehow skew elec
toral return? Not so you'd notice. In 1976, a 
Democrat beat an incumbent Republican. In 
1980, a Republican beat an incumbent Dem
ocrat. And in 1984, a Republican incumbent 
was re-elected. Rather than distorting the 
campaign process, public financing seems to 
even it out. And if it's good enough for the 
presidency, it should be good enough for the 
Senate. 

Despite the obvious absence of credible 
reasoning, Republicans, have remained re
morseless. Senate Majority Leader Robert 
Byrd and Sen. David Boren, two Democrats 
who are devoted to the idea of Senate cam
paign finance reform, have thus been forced 
to seek compromises. The one currently in 
the works is sensible enough: Candidates 
who agree to spending limits would receive 
no public funds unless their opponent 
spends beyond the limit. The incentive for 
restraint is clear. What Senate hopeful 
would wan.t to trigger public funds for his 
opponent? You can niggle about what the 
formula for spending limits should be, and 
how best to cap aggregate PAC contribu
tions. But if Republicans agree with the 
basic idea of spending limits and only object 
to public financing, then this compromise is 
indisputably fair. 

The proliferation of political action com
mittees and their shameless manipulation of 
the limits of what they can contribute has 
helped inflate campaign spending to nearly 
impossible heights. In the last congressional 
elections, 4,000 PACs contributed $130 mil
lion to candidates. Reform is essential, and 
the Byrd-Boren compromise, if worked out, 
should satisfy every reasonable objection. If 
Republicans continue to fight campaign 
reform, they will only perpetuate and mag
nify the common belief that the Senate is 
available only to the highest bidders. 

[From the Columbia <SC) Record, June 23, 
1987] 

HOLLINGS- PAC BILL "DAMNDEST 
ARROGANCE'' 

The world's most famous <or is it infa
mous?) deliberative body, the United States 
Senate, has spent more than three weeks in 
inconclusive, partisan wrangling over a fun
damentally sound piece of legislation, one 
which would bring about genuine campaign 
reform. Five times proponents have sought 
cloture to break a Republican-sparked fili
buster and failed. It is tin1e surely, to re-

solve the impasse and send the bill to the 
House. 

The legislation, commonly called S.2, is 
co-sponsored by 45 Democrats and two Re
publicans. It establishes a system of volun
tary public financing for Senate elections, 
an extension of the check-off system now 
provided on income tax returns for funding 
presidential campaigns. Equally important, 
the bill sharply restricts the amount of 
money candidates can spend and accept 
from political action committees (PACs). It 
would allow Senate candidates to apply for 
public funds if they meet certain require
ments or restrictions. For example, they 
would have to limit total general election 
spending to a specific amount depending on 
the population of the state. 

It should come as no surprise that both 
South Carolina Senators-Republican 
Strom Thurmond and Democrat Ernest F. 
"Fritz" Hollings-oppose the bill. Both have 
been big PAC beneficiaries in past re-elec
tion efforts. Thurmond received $549,000 in 
PAC funds in 1984, and Hollings got 
$952,382 in 1986. Under the pending bill, the 
aggregate PAC limit for the South Carolina 
primary and general elections would be 
$226,627. 

Hollings calls the bill " the damndest arro
gance I have seen around here." He and 
other critics of the bill claim the cost to tax
payers could run as high as $500 million 
every two years. Not so, argue the propo
nents, who point to figures worked up by 
the Federal Election Commission, the 
agency which would administer the legisla
tion and handle distribution of public funds 
to Senatorial candidates. The commission 
estimates the price tag in '88 at a relatively 
modest $87.3 million. 

There is an arrogance in the way this 
nation conducts its political campaigns. It 
comes not from bills like S .2. It emanates in
stead, from PACs whose monetary impact 
on congressional candidates reached a 
record $130 million in '86, more than 10 
times the amount spent in 1974. 

Two years ago, the Commission on Na
tional Elections said public financing of 
presidential elections "has clearly proved its 
worth by opening up the process <and) re
ducing undue influence of individuals and 
groups. " S.2 is the next logical step. 

[From the Cumberland <MD) News, Aug. 1, 
1987] 

CAMPAIGN CASH CONCERNS SENATE 
The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over 

an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount 
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal 
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money
campaign money, to be exact. 

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader 
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re
publican colleagues have been engaged in a 
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting 
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation 
that would alter the system of election fi
nance. 

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas
ure that would create voluntary spending 
limits in Senate elections, provide public 
funds for Senate general-election candidates 
agreeing to abide by the limit and restrict 
the amount of money that House and 
Senate candidates may accept from politi
cal-action committees, or PACs. 

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general
election limits would range from $950,000 in 
a low-population state such as Wyoming to 
nearly $5.5 million in California. 



21968 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE August 3, 1987 
Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis

pute the need for campaign reform. Dole 
himself has spoken out about the outra
geous expense of running for public office 
and the undue influence that P ACs wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. In 
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to 
Senate candidates have increased from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil
lion to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
finance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans object to the idea of 
using government money to run congres
sional campaigns-even though the public 
financing scheme for presidential candi
dates is working well. They argue that 
spending limits in congressional campaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It 
would cut the maximum amount that any 
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it 
would eliminate the spending limit and 
public-financing components of the legisla
tion. 

Campaign reform simply will not happen 
without spending limits. The Supreme 
Court has ruled that there must be some 
form of public benefits in order to establish 
a system of voluntary campaign-spending 
limits. 

The spending limits contained in Senate 
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate 
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections. 
Neither party will be at a disadvantage. 

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to 
step aside and give the reform legislation a 
chance to slay the campaign monster. In 
doing so, they would be helping restore the 
integrity of our representative form of gov
ernment. 

CAMPAIGN FINANCING-SENATE REPUBLICANS 
SHOULD END FILIBUSTER 

Whether congressional candidates com
pete on the basis of their ideas or on the 
basis of their fund-raising abilities is likely 
to be determined by what happens to a cam
paign finance reform bill now tied up in the 
U.S. Senate. 

For more than a month, a Republican fill
buster has blocked consideration of the 
measure, which is aimed at reducing the in
ordinate influence of special interest dona
tions in congressional races and reining in 
the huge amounts of money that candidates 
need to spend in order to get elected. 

Now, in an effort to end the filibuster, 
Senate Democrats have offered a compro
mise that addresses the concern that many 
Republicans has expressed about the system 
of public financing called for in the origipal 
bill. No longer would senatorial candidates 
be encouraged to use public money. 

Under the proposed compromise, public fi
nancing would become the exception rather 
than the rule. A senatorial candidate would 
be entitled to such money only when an op
ponent exceeded the measure's suggested 
spending limits. 

That's reasonable. Those Republicans 
who are committed to holding down spend
ing in campaigns have no grounds for delay
ing consideration of the important legisla
tion any further. They should end their fili
buster and allow a vote by the full Senate. 

Ten years ago. another filibuster killed 
campaign finance reform legislation. Since 
then, special interest donations have in
creased from $5.4 million to $45.7 million, 
and spending in Senate campaigns has 
soared from $38.1 million to $178.9 million. 
The nation simply cannot afford another 
successful filibuster. 

The growing influence of special interest 
groups in Congress threatens the public's 
fundamental right to set the legislative 
agenda. And the rapidly climbing cost of 
campaigning not only discourages many tal
ented men and women from entering poli
tics, it forces officeholders to spend too 
much time raising money and to neglect 
their paramount business of lawmaking-. 

The reform legislation now before the 
Senate would attempt to restore the public's 
faith in its elected officials by limiting the 
overall amount of money a congressional 
candidate could accept from special interest 
groups and by encouraging Senate candi
dates to abide by prescribed spending limits. 

Contrary to what critics say, limiting what 
candidates could spend would not punish 
challengers and reward incumbents. If any
thing, the present system of ever escalating 
campaign. expenditures is making it increas
ingly difficult for challengers to raise 
enough money to defeat incumbents. 

The sooner the Senate can break its dead
lock over campaign finance reform and ap
prove some meaningful legislation, the 
sooner it will ensure that congressional can
didates devote their time to debating the 
issues rather than soliciting funds. Further 
delay only would add to the public's disdain. 

[From the Dallas <TX) Times Herald, June 
14, 1987] 

TIME TO SEND PACs PACKING 
One of the top priorities of Congress 

should be the reform of campaign financing, 
which has become a disgrace through its 
overdependence on political action commit
tees. A bill now being debated in the U.S. 
Senate would impose limits on the total con
tributions allowed from P ACs and provide 
for public financing of Senate campaigns. 

The merits of this legislation are so appar
ent that it has 44 sponsors. But a small 
group of senators has promised to filibuster 
the bill into oblivion. Senate Majority 
Leader Robert Byrd is leading the effort to 
stop the talkathons with a petition to limit 
debate on the issue. 

Neither senator from Texas can be count
ed on where this issue is concerned. 

Sen. Lloyd Bentsen, who scrapped his 
$10,000-a-head, fat-cat breakfasts under 
public pressure early this year, is having 
trouble supporting the public-financing as
pects of the legislation. 

Sen. Phil Gramm, R-College Station, 
voted against similar legislation introduced 
last year by Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., who 
refuses to accept any PAC contributions. 
Sen. Gramm vehemently opposes using 
public funds to pay for campaigns. The esti
mated $50 million annual cost of public fi
nancing for Senate races would be paid for 
with a voluntary $1 tax checkoff. An over
whelming majority of taxpayers already 
have volunteered to pay the $1 per year for 
presidential campaigns. 

The current process is far more expensive 
in terms of the valuable time allotted by 
members of Congress to raising large contri
butions from special-interests groups, the 
bad legislation passed at the behest of those 
groups and the hidden costs those special 
interests pass on to taxpayers in the form of 
industry tax breaks and consumer charges. 

Ultimately, every taxpayer and voter pays 
for those PAC gifts. 

Those who oppose the reform measure 
should realize they are siding with what 
Common Cause President Fred Wertheimer 
calls a "fundamentally corrupt campaign fi
nance system." 

Each Senator's stand on this issue reflects 
his concern about the continuing loss of tax
payer influence in the face of growing PAC 
power. Voters should remember where each 
senator stood on this issue at election time. 

[From the Danbury <CT) News-Times, June 
18, 1987] 

CAMPAIGN FINANCING 
The U.S. Senate seems unable to move 

forward on reforming the way campaigns 
are financed, so strong is the lure of the big 
bucks donated by political action commit
tees. 

Legislation now stuck in the Senate would 
limit the total amount of PAC money any 
congressional candidate could accept and 
would establish a voluntary system of 
spending limits, together with partial public 
financing, in Senate races. 

The bill would create a new world for con
gressional candidates, ending their depend
ence on wealthy special interest groups and 
giving challengers a better opportunity to 
compete with the incumbents who attract 
most of the PAC money. 

The need for reform is clear. PACs poured 
more than $130 million into 1986 congres
sional races-a six-fold increase from a 
decade ago. Twenty-four U.S. senators re
ceived more than $1 million each from PACs 
during their last election. And almost half 
of all House members received 50 percent or 
more of their campaign money from P ACs 
in 1986. 

That means when P ACs talk, congressmen 
and senators have to listen. Voters are no 
longer the primary consideration, getting 
money from P ACs is. And the injection of 
PAC dollars has encouraged higher and 
higher spending on campaigns. 

It is a system that, as former Sen. Barry 
Goldwater says, "eats at the heart of the 
democratic process." This must be the year 
it is stopped. 

[From the Danville <PA) News, June 4, 
1987] 

CONGRESS PONDERS ITS OWN "FILTHY LUCRE" 
Money is on the mind of Congress these 

days-money scandals, to be specific. Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the byzantine trail of funds connected to 
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in 
the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. But 
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of 
its own as well-a scandal that involves the 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for reelection and the amount 
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief 
among them is Senate Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that 
his colleagues are spending so much time 
trying to raise campaign funds that they 
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and 
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-sponsors 
of legislation to curb political action com
mittees <PACs) and limit campaign spend
ing. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, 
would create a series of voluntary spending 
limits in Senate primary and general elec-
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tion races. It also would provide public 
funds for general election candidates who 
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for 
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle 
would be set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would 
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races, depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 
Republican measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include public fi
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going up in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candidates reaching a record 
$130 million in the 1986 election and with 
the 100th Congress more indebted to special 
interests than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now, 
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but 
he does not have the 60 votes needed to 
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster. 
We hope he will push hard to get the neces
sary votes. 

[From the Daytona Beach <FL) News
Journal, June 15, 1987] 

SENATE PAC LIMITS BILL DESERVES A CHANCE 
Campaign finance reform, off to such an 

unexpectedly brisk start at the beginning of 
the session, has become bogged down in the 
obstructionist tactics of a group of Republi
can senators. A filibuster was still continu
ing Friday against a plan to limit contribu
tions from Political Action Committees 
<PACs) and place caps on campaign spend
ing in U.S. Senate races. 

When the bill was introduced at the start 
of the session, it had 47 co-sponsors includ
ing Florida's senators, Lawton Chiles and 
Bob Graham. At that time, the memory of 
the 1986 senatorial elections was still fresh 
and provided a powerful argument in favor 
of the bill. The average winning senate cam
paign cost $3 million that year. In Florida, 
the race between Sen. Graham and Paula 
Hawkins cost more than $12.5 million. 

When elections cost this much, fundrais
ing is the No. 1 campaign priority; anything 
else-such as getting out to meet the voters 
and talking about the issues-is secondary. 
In campaigns that expensive, a PAC is a 
senator's best friend. PACs spent $45.7 mil
lion in the 1986 senate elections. When spe
cial interests pick up such a large tab, they 
must expect a great deal in return. 

The senatorial campaign act would help 
remedy the situation by regulating cam
paign spending in Senate campaigns the 
way presidential campaign spending is regu
lated. 

The bill provides for public funding for 
campaigns. In exchange for accepting public 
funds, a candidate would have to agree to 
set campaign spending limits which would 
vary from state to state depending on its 

size. The funds would come from a volun
tary tax check-off such as the one now used 
for presidential elections. 

An individual PAC would be able to give 
no more than $3,000 to a candidate and a 
candidate would be limited to receiving be
tween $175,000 and $750,000, depending on 
the size of the state. 

Some have tried to head off this needed 
reform by proposing that PACs simply not 
be allowed to make contributions to indivi.d
ual senators. 

On the surface this sounds like a step for
ward. In practice, it means PACs could pass 
along more money than they do now. Al
though PACs would be forbidden from 
making donations themselves, they would 
be able to pass along members' checks to 
candidates. This bill would change only the 
mechanics of collecting money. P ACs cur
rently are limited to contributing $5,000 per 
candidate each election. This misleading 
proposal would remove even that limitation. 

It would be a pity if obstructionist tactics 
and phony "reform" bills derail this reform. 
Last November's senate elections highlight
ed how fundraising has gotten out of con
trol. Unless this bill is passed, future elec
tions promise the same problems on an even 
larger scale: more media campaigns, a larger 
role for special interests, and a voting public 
that is more turned off and alienated than 
ever. 

[From the Denison <TX) Herald, June 19, 
1987] 

CONGRESS PONDERS "FILTHY LUCRE" 
Money is on the mind of Congress these 

days-money scandals, to be specific. Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the byzantine trail of funds connected to 
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in 
the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. But 
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of 
its own as well-a scandal that involves the 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for reelection and the amount 
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief 
among them is Senate Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that 
his colleagues are spending so much time 
trying to raise campaign funds ·that they 
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and 
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-sponsors 
of legislation to curb political action com
mittees <PACs) and limit campaign spend
ing. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren Bill, Senate Bill 2, 
would create a series of voluntary spending 
limits in Senate primary and general elec
tion races. It also would provide funds for 
general election candidates who agree to 
abide by those limits. Spending for Senate 
races in the 1987-88 election cycle would be 
set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would 
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races, depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 
Republican measure would limit PAC con-

tributions but would not include public fi
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going up in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candidates reaching a record 
$130 million in the 1986 election and with 
the 100th Congress more indebted to special 
interests than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now, 
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but 
he does not have the 60 votes needed to 
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster. 
We hope he will push hard to get the neces
sary votes. 

[From the DuBois <PA) Courier-Express, 
June 30, 1987] 

CAMPAIGN MONSTER 
The U.s. Senate is tied up in knots over 

an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount 
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal 
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money
campaign money, to be exact. 

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader 
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re
publican colleagues have been engaged in a 
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting 
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation 
that would alter the system of election fi
nance. 

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas
ure that would create voluntary spending 
limits in Senate elections, provide public 
funds for Senate general-election candidates 
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict 
the amount of money that House and 
Senate candidates may accept from politi
cal-action committees, or PACs. 

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general
election limits would range from $950,000 in 
a low-population state such as Wyoming to 
nearly $5.5 million in California. 

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole 
himself has spoken out about the outra
geous expense of running for public office 
and the undue influence that P ACs wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. In 
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to 
Senate candidates have increased from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil
lion to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
finance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans object to the idea of 
using government money to run congres
sional campaigns-even though the public 
financing scheme for presidential candi
dates is working well. They argue that 
spending limits in congressional campaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It 
would cut the maximum amount that any 
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it 
would eliminate the spending limit and 
public-financing components of the legisla
tion. 

Campaign reform simply will not happen 
without spending limits. The Supreme 
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Court has ruled that there must be some 
form of public benefits in order to establish 
a system of voluntary campaign-spending 
limits. 

The spending limits contained in Senate 
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate 
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections. 
Neither party will be at a disadvantage. 

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to 
step aside and give the reform legislation a 
chance to slay the campaign monster. In 
doing so, they would be helping restore the 
integrity of our representative form of gov
ernment. 

[From the DuBois <PA> Courier-Express, 
May 28, 1987] 

CONGRESS HAS MONEY SCANDAL OF ITS OwN 

Money is on the mind of Congress these 
days-money scandals, to be specific. Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the byzantine trail of funds connected to 
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in 
the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. But 
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of 
its own as well-a scandal that involves the 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for re-election and the 
amount of time it takes to raise that money. 
Chief among them is Senate Majority 
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who com
plains that his colleagues are spending so 
much time trying to raise campaign funds 
that they have no time for Senate business. 
Byrd and Senator David Boren, D-Okla., are 
co-sponsors of legislation to curb political 
action committees <PACs) and limit cam
paign spending. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, 
would create a series of voluntary spending 
limits in Senate primary and general elec
tion races. It also would provide public 
funds for general election candidates who 
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for 
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle 
would be set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from P ACs, depending on the number of 
contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 
Republican measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include public fi
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going up in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candidates reaching a record 
$130 million in the 1986 election and with 
the 100th Congress more indebted to special 
interests than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now, 
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but 
he does not have the 60 votes needed to 
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster. 

It is hoped he will push hard to get the nec
essary votes. 

[From the ElDorado <KS> Times, July 9, 
1987] 

SLAY THE MoNSTER 

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over 
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount 
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal 
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money
campaign money, to be exact. 

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader 
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re
publican colleagues have been engaged in a 
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting 
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation 
that would alter the system of election fi
nance. 

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas
ure that would create voluntary spending 
limits in Senate elections, provide public 
funds for Senate general-election candidates 
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict 
the amount of money that House and 
Senate candidates may accept from politi
cal-action committees, or PACs. 

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general
election limits would range from $950,000 in 
a low-population state such as Wyoming to 
nearly $5.5 million in California. 

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis
pute the ·need for campaign reform. Dole 
himself has spoken out about the outra
geous expense of running for public office 
and the undue influence that PACs wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. In 
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to 
Senate candidates have increased from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil
lion to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
finance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans object to the idea of 
using government money to run congres
sional campaigns-even though the public 
financing scheme for presidential candi
dates is working well. They argue that 
spending limits in congressional campaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It 
would cut the maximum amount that any 
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it 
would eliminate the spending limit and 
public-financing components of the legisla
tion. 

Campaign reform simply will not happen 
without spending limits. The Supreme 
Court has ruled that there must be some 
form of public benefits in order to establish 
a system of voluntary campaign-spending 
limits. 

The spending limits contained in Senate 
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re
quire by the Supreme Court. If presidential 
elections are a reliable guide, Senate Bill 2 
will provide for competitive elections. Nei
ther party will be at a disadvantage. 

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to 
step aside and give the reform legislation a 
chance to slay the campaign monster. In 
doing so, they would be helping restore the 
integrity of our representative form of gov
ernment. 

[From The Eugene <OR> Register-Guard, 
June 14, 1987] 

REAL REFORM NEEDED 

Once it dispenses with such parliamentary 
gamesmanship as a filibuster over the issue 
of campaign finance reform, the U.S. Senate 
will be presented with two choices: 

(1) Genuine, get-to-the-heart-of-the prob
lem reform, or ... 

(2) Cosmetic change aimed only at stop
ping real reform. 

While the Senate's choice appears easy, it 
isn't. Politicians are less than eager to 
change a campaign system that has in
stalled them in office and keeps them there. 
But, praise be, there are senators-49 at last 
count-who apparently are ready to halt 
the skyrocketing cost of campaigns and 
eliminate the stench of special interest 
money that accompanies it. 

The effort at genuine campaign finance 
reform is sponsored by Sen. David Boren, D
Okla., Senate Majority Leader Robert Byrd, 
D-W.Va., and 47 co-sponsors. The Boren
Byrd proposal seeks a limited form of public 
finance for congressional races-similar to 
that now used in presidential campaigns
with a concomitant lid on how much politi
cal action committees <PACs) can contribute 
singly or in groups to an individual candi
date. <For First Amendment reasons, the 
U.S. Supreme Court has said that limits can 
be placed on campaign spending and contri
butions only if accompanied by a system of 
public finance. The Boren-Byrd proposal ap
pears to meet the court's test.) 

The other choice facing the Senate is one 
put forth by a group of Republicans, led by 
Oregon's own Bob Packwood. Packwood, 
who received more than $1 million for his 
1986 re-election campaign from PACs, iron
ically proposes to ban all direct PAC contri
butions to candidates. 

The senator's prohibition seems appealing 
but is little more than a smokescreen. He 
would still permit PAC contributions to po
litical parties (which could in turn give the 
money to candidates) and he makes no at
tempt to solve the problem of "bundling." 
Bundling occurs when a group of P ACs, 
each theoretically limited in the amount it 
can donate to a candidate, combines mem
bers' individual contributions into a much 
larger-and more influential-single dona
tion. 

Packwood has long opposed publicly fi
nanced campaigns. It is irrelevant whether 
that's because he thinks taxpayer-subsi
dized campaigns would discourage "volum
tary grass roots participation," as he claims, 
or because he functions so well in the 
present system. What's important is that 
rather than fight the Boren-Byrd proposal 
head-on, he has chosen the oblique path of 
a gimmick-laden substitute. 

It should be unarguable that huge cam
paign donations from special interests bring 
with them what The <Portland) Oregonian 
correctly describes as "real or implied obli
gations." The greater the amounts of money 
donated, the greater the obligations. 

The current system is an abomination and 
must be reformed. The Boren-Byrd proposal 
is an attempt to do that. The Packwood pro
posal isn't. The Senate's choice should be 
clear. 

[From The Evansville <IN) Press, June 30, 
1987] 

SLAYING THE MONSTER 

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over 
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount 
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal 
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or the budget or trade strategy. It's money
campaign money, to be exact. 

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader 
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re
publican colleagues have been engaged in a 
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting 
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation 
that would alter the system of election fi
nance. 

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas
ure that would create voluntary spending 
limits in Senate elections, provide public 
funds for Senate general-election candidates 
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict 
the amount of money that House and 
Senate candidates may accept from political 
action committees, or P ACs. 

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general
election limits would range from $950,000 in 
a low-population state such as Wyoming to 
nearly $5.5 million in California. 

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole 
himself has spoken out about the outra
geous expense of running for public office 
and the undue influence that PACs wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. In 
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to 
Senate candidates have increased from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil
lion to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
finance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans object to the idea of 
using government money to run congres
sional campaigns-even though the public 
financing scheme for presidential candi
dates is working well. They argue that 
spending limits in congressional campaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It 
would cut the maximum amount that any 
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it 
would eliminate the spending limit and 
public-financing components of the legisla
tion. 

Campaign reform simply will not happen 
without spending limits. The Supreme 
Court has ruled that there must be some 
form of public benefits in order to establish 
a system of voluntary campaign-spending 
limits. 

The spending limits contained in Senate 
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate 
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections. 
Neither party will be at a disadvantage. 

We would prefer a much stronger bill, 
with tighter reductions on campaign spend
ing. That probably won't happen, and the 
present bill offers at least the beginning of 
reform. 

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to 
step aside and give the reform legislation a 
chance to slay the campaign monster. In 
doing so, they would be helping restore the 
integrity of our representative form of gov
ernment. 

[From the Northwest Arkansas Times, 
Fayetteville <AR) June 11, 1987] 

MONEY BUSINESS 
While the Iran-Contra hearings are grab

bing all the headlines in Washington, other 
things are going on as well. On the Senate 
floor for consideration this month is Senate 

Bill 2, which would overhaul the current 
campaign financing system. 

Common Cause, the national citizens 
lobby group, has been in the forefront in 
supporting the measure. Fred Wertheimer, 
president of CC, says the proposed measure 
contains two provisions essential to any 
meaningful, comprehensive reform of the 
system; "overall spending limits and limits 
on the total amount of political action com
mittee contributions a candidate can 
accept." 

The need to curb the spending of political 
action committees <PACs> is evident. Over 
the past 10 years spending in Senate races 
has increased almost five-fold, from $38.1 
million in 1976 to $178.9 million in 1986. In 
a letter to all members of the Senate, 
Wertheimer noted if the currently proposed 
legislation had been in effect in the 1986 
election PAC spending would have been cut 
by two-thirds, from $45 million to $16 mil
lion. 

The bill would also establish a voluntary 
system of spending limits and limits on the 
use of personal wealth, a move that would 
help open elected office to those who may 
not possess massive personal wealth. 

"By placing congressional office increas
ingly out of the reach of citizens lacking 
considerable financial resources or the abili
ty to raise large sums from private sources," 
Wertheimer wrote, "and by demanding an 
enormous commitment to candidate's time 
and attention to fundraising activities, soar
ing campaign spending is changing the very 
nature of elections and our political proc
ess." 

An amendment offered to S. 2 by Republi
can Senators Mitch McConnell of Kentucky 
and Robert Packwood of Oregon has been 
labeled by its supporters as a measure to 
eliminate PAC contributions. But does it? 

Hardly. The McConnell-Packwood bill 
would instead lead to P ACs changing their 
method of providing money to a congres
sional candidate and in so doing would open 
the door to PACs providing unlimited sums 
to a candidate. 

What the amendment proposes is prohib
iting direct PAC contributions to a candi
date. It would, however, legitimize the prac
tice of P ACs bundling and delivering unlim
ited sums to candidates, collected by the 
PACs from individual contributors. All the 
P ACs need do is make sure the checks are 
made out to the candidate rather than the 
PAC. The process is called "bundling." 
What the so-called reform amounts to is 
simply a change in the mechanics of money
funneling the PACs are famous for. 

S. 2, without the McConnell-Packwood 
amendment, would close the bundling loop
hole, would restrict the role of PAC money, 
limit the skyrocketing cost of campaigns 
and reduce the enormous amount of time 
being spent by candidates on fundraising. It 
deserves support. 

[From the Fresno <CA> Bee, June 19, 19871 
TALKING REFORM To DEATH 

Republicans in the U.S. Senate are at
tempting to kill by filibuster a much-needed 
bill to reform the way senatorial campaigns 
are financed. In response, Senate Majority 
Leader Robert Byrd, a chief sponsor of the 
bill along with Sen. David Boren of Oklaho
ma, is threatening to keep the measure on 
the floor indefinitely. 

Byrd and the Democrats should hold firm, 
even though it may prevent action on major 
trade and defense spending bills. The Re
publicans' demands that partial public fi
nancing of campaigns and limits on cam-

paign spending be eliminated would render 
the bill meaningless. The Supreme Court in 
1976 ruled, in effect, that spending limits 
can be established only as part of a volun
tary system that includes public financing
the essence of the Boren-Byrd bill. 

In an effort to compromise, Boren and 
Byrd recently offered an amendment that 
would cut the amount of public financing
and hence the cost to taxpayers-by at least 
half. The amendment also makes further at
tempts to limit the influence of political 
action committees by providing public 
matching funds only for contributions from 
individuals, to a maximum of $250. 

Still, the Republicans have been unwilling 
to budge. Republican Leader Robert Dole 
claims that public financing of senatorial 
campaigns would be •·an assault on the Re
publican Party" and "an assault on the tax
payer." 

What Dole neglects to mention is that 
public financing of presidential campaigns, 
enacted in 1974 in the wake of the Water
gate scandal, has worked well and has been 
used by 34 of 35 major party candidates who 
have sought the presidency. In 1985, the bi
partisan Commission on National Elections 
concluded that it "has clearly proved its 
worth in opening up the process, reducing 
undue influence of individuals and groups, 
and virtually ending corruption in presiden
tial election finance." Dole himself just 
became eligible the other day to receive 
public matching funds in his campaign for 
the presidency. 

Of course Republicans tend to have a 
somewhat greater capacity for raising large 
chunks of private money. But that kind of 
money can hardly be regarded as one of the 
glories of the democratic process. The issue 
here is not partisan politics, it's the integri
ty of the political system. 

The current system is corrupting. The 
skyrocketing costs of senatorial campaigns 
force incumbents to begin raising money 
almost as soon as they're returned to office. 
Challengers begin the quest for cash more 
than a year ahead of time. The bulk of the 
money comes in big chunks from political 
action committees and other special inter
ests, which give it in expectation of favor
able treatment. Too often the big contribu
tors get what they seek. 

While the Boren-Byrd bill won't solve all 
the problems, it will help restore some credi
bility to the system. For that, it's worth the 
fight. 

[From the Gainesville <FL) Sun, June 30, 
1987] 

THE GOP OBSTRUCTIONISTS 
In years past, many southern Democrats 

in the Senate were known to embrace the 
filibuster, using long-winded speeches to 
postpone or prevent a vote on legislation 
they opposed. Integration and equal rights 
legislation come to mind as examples. 

Now it's the Republicans who are trying 
to talk a bill to death. Their efforts are as 
unbecoming as the Southern Democrats' ef
forts to delay equal justice for all. The bill 
now being filibustered seeks to remove the 
valid impression that Congress has a price. 
Or, as Florida Sen. Lawton Chiles said: "A 
large part of the American public thinks 
this Congress is the best money can buy." 

The bill is entering its fifth week of 
debate. Its major provisions are: 

Candidates would receive federal funds to 
help finance campaigns, provided they limit
ed contributions from political actions com
mittees. 
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Contributions from P ACs could not 

exceed $175,000 to $750,000, depending on 
the size of the state. 

Maximum individual contributions to 
PACs would be reduced from $5,000 to 
$3,000. 

Archibald Cox, chairman of Common 
Cause, a public interest lobby, said high 
campaign expenditures "drive the candidate 
to seek money from special interests seeking 
favors from government. Senators and rep
resentatives become less responsive to the 
people as their campaigns become more 
dominated by PACs." 

In 1986 races, PACs favored incumbents 
over challengers by a ratio of 6 to 1. Since 
1978, the number of representatives receiv
ing more than half their contributions from 
P ACs has more than tripled. 

Republican opponents argue that tax 
money shouldn't go toward congressional 
elections. But Cox puts the amount in per
spective: "The annual cost of (the cam
paign-reform bill) is a small price to pay the 
annual representative government-one
third the annual amount appropriated by 
Congress for military bands." 

Sen. David L. Boren, D-Okla.. the bill's 
chief sponsor, said the pursuit of election 
funds has turned congressmen " into pan
handlers; begging for money, spending their 
time raising money instead of dealing with 
problems." 

The Republican effort to allow unlimited 
campaign spending has brought the Sen
ate's business to a halt. Florida's two sena
tors-Chiles and Bob Graham-supported a 
recent attempt to end the fillibuster, but it 
failed by eight votes. 

The filibuster should end. Americans have 
the right to know which of their representa
tives want to continue to be panhandlers 
and beggars, more concerned with raising 
money to extend their terms in office than 
dealing with problems. 

[From the Gardner <MA) News, June 19, 
1987] 

CONGRESS PONDERS ITS OWN "FILTHY LUCRE" 

Money is on the mind of Congress these 
days-money scandals, to be specific, Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the byzantine trail of funds connected to 
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in 
the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. But 
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of 
its own as well-a scandal that involves the. 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for reelection and the amount 
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief 
among them is Senate Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that 
his colleagues are spending so much time 
trying to raise campaign funds that they 
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and 
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-sponsors 
of legislation to curb political action com
mittees <PACs) and limit campaign spend
ing. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, 
would create a series of voluntary spending 
limits in Senate primary and general elec
tion races. It also would provide public 
funds for general election candidates who 
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for 
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle 
would be set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would 

range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races, depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 
Republican measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include public fi
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
affect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going up in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candidates reaching a record 
$130 million in the 1986 election and with 
the 100th Congress more indebted to special 
interests than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now, 
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but 
he does not have the 60 votes needed to 
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster. 
We hope he will push hard to get the neces
sary votes. 

[From the Great Falls <MT> Tribune, June 
6, 1987] 

ELECTION SPENDING LIMITS ARE A MUST 

Money is on the mind of Congress these 
days-money scandals, to be specific. Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the trail of funds connected to the Iran
Contra affair, and legislation is in the works 
that would deal with the Wall Street money 
scandal of insider trading. 

But Congress is dealing with a semi-scan
dal of its own involving the way congres
sional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for re-election and the 
amount of time it takes to raise that money. 
Chief among them is Senate Majority 
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va .. who com
plains that his colleagues are spending so 
much time trying to raise campaign funds 
that they have no time for Senate business. 

Byrd and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are 
co-sponsors of legislation to curb political 
action committees <PACs) and limit cam
paign spending. As approved in committee, 
the measure would create a series of volun
tary spending limits in Senate primary and 
general election races. 

It also would provide public funds for gen
eral election candidates who agree to abide 
by those limits. Spending for Senate races 
in the 1987-88 election cycle would be set at 
about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the House and 
Senate candidates may accept from P ACs. 
Initially, the ceilings would range from 
$190,950 to $825,000 in Senate races, de
pending on the population of the state in
volved, and from $100,000 to $150,000 for 
House candidates, depending on the number 
of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
oppose public financing of campaigns. They 
have threatened to kill the bill by filibuster, 
and they are rumored to be working on an 
alternative measure. The Republican meas
ure would limit PAC contributions but 

would not include public financing or spend
ing limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
affect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they recognize change is needed. 
Last year, political action committees tossed 
more than $130 million into the campaigns 
of senators. That is far too much influence, 
and everyone realizes it. 

Byrd's measure will reach the floor of the 
Senate this month. As it looks now, the 
Democrats have enough votes to pass the 
bill, but they may not have the 60 votes 
needed to invoke cloture if the Republicans 
filibuster. ·we support the measure-but rec
ognize it may be necessary to frame a com
promise with its opponents. 

A grass-roots suggestion: If Congress were 
to revoke its pay increase of last fall, the 
money saved would pay for at least part of 
the public funding of congressional cam
paigns. 

[From the Record, Hackensack, NJ, June 
16, 1987] 

WHERE CASH IS KING 

Senate Republicans are blocking the most 
promising effort in years to free Senate 
campaigns from the tyranny of wealthy 
contributors. These GOP obstructionists 
aren't doing any favors for themselves, their 
party, or their country. 

Under the present system of campaign fi
nancing, cash is king. Candidates are forced 
to humiliate themselves by fawning over 
rich lobbyists, tycoons, and heirs. The cost 
of running for office is high enough to scare 
off, or disgust, candidates who might make 
a strong contribution to Congress. In Cali
fornia in 1986, the two Senate candidates 
spent $22 million; in Florida, $12.6 million. 
The only way many candidates can get in 
the game is to cozy up to political-action 
committees. 

P AC's-campaign-financing organizations 
set up by real-estate developers, banks, 
chemical companies, and nearly every other 
special interest you can think of-are grow
ing like mushrooms. In 1976 they contribut
ed a total of $22 million to congressional 
campaigns. By 1986 the figure was over $130 
million. Almost one out of every four mem
bers of the Senate, 24 of 100, took in more 
than $1 million in PAC money the last time 
they ran. Almost half the members of the 
House of Representatives, 194 of 435, got at 
least 50 percent of their money from P AC's 
in 1986. 

Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., and Senate 
Majority Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., 
have a sensible proposal to limit both spend
ing and PAC contributions in Senate cam
paigns. Spending would be tied to a popula
tion-based formula; in New Jersey, for ex
ample, the U.S. Senate candidates would 
have to keep their total spending-for both 
primary and general elections-below $4.8 
million. This is considerably less than either 
incumbent spent on the last go-round-Bill 
Bradley $5.1 million in 1984, Frank Lauten
berg $6.4 million in 1982. Total PAC contri
butions for both elections would be limited 
to $578,880. The present $5,000 ceiling on in
dividual PAC contributions would be un
changed. 

Candidates wouldn't have to accept these 
limits. But if they did, they could collect 
some of their campaign funds from the 
public treasury. Perhaps more important, 
they could escape being tagged as out to buy 
the election. 

Republicans argue that the change would 
make it harder for a challenger to defeat a 
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well-known incumbent. This ignores the 
overwhelming support PAC's give incum
bents now. It's also worth recalling that the 
first two incumbent presidents to seek re
election under the public-financing system 
already in place for presidential races, 
Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter, both lost. 
And although Republicans grumble about 
the cost of public financing, it's a bargain at 
$50 million a year, to be financed by a vol
untary tax checkoff. The price is worth 
paying to get people to stop snickering 
about candidates who do everything but 
dive off high cliffs to get money. 

Senate Majority Leader Byrd says he's 
going to keep holding Senate votes on cam
paign financing until he gets it passed. In 
the end, he hopes, Republicans will realize 
they're wrong. If that's too much to hope 
for, they may realize that they're embar
rassing themselves and the GOP. Only rich 
lobbyists could love the present system. And 
even a lot of lobbyist would be grateful if 
senators and would-be senators would stop 
putting the arm on them. 

[From the Hartford Counmt, Hartford, CT, 
July 13, 19871 

SENATORS TESTED ON ELECTION SPENDING 

Do members of the Senate believe that 
congressional election spending and the role 
of political action committees in Senate and 
House campaigns have gotten out of hand? 
In an interview, most probably would frown 
with concern and say yes. Soon we'll see 
what they do when the question, in as basic 
a form as it's ever likely to take, comes to a 
vote. 

A comprehensive, workable, fair and effec
tive campaign finance reform package has 
been awaiting action in the Senate for more 
than a month. It would combine controls on 
what House and Senate candidates could 
take from PACs with a system of voluntary 
public financing linked to spending limits in 
Senate general election campaigns. 

But a vote on the bill, which is sponsored 
by Democrats Robert C. Byrd of West Vir
ginia and David L. Boren of Oklahoma, has 
been blocked by a Republican filibuster. Not 
even the considerable talents of Mr. Byrd, 
the majority leader, could work the measure 
free. Attempts to invoke cloture-supported 
by Connecticut's Christopher J. Dodd, a 
Democrat, but opposed by Lowell P. 
Weicker, a Republican-have come to 
naught. 

So the sponsors turned to compromise, 
and have offered a substitute version of 
their bill. A cloture vote to clear the way for 
action on the new package could occur this 
week. Any senator who wants to reduce the 
huge and unhealthy .role of money in con
gressional politics will vote for cloture and 
the bill. 

The compromise amounted to removing 
the public financing provisions, with one ex
ception: If a candidate who decided not to 
take part in the voluntary spending-limit 
system exceeded the limits established by 
the bill, the candidate's opponent would re
ceive offsetting public money derived from a 
voluntary tax checkoff. 

To induce candidates to accept the spend
ing limits, the bill would give them special 
low rates for mailing and broadcast advertis
ing. Nominees who rejected the limits 
couldn't get the low rates, and their rejec
tion would have to be disclosed in advertis
ing and other campaign materials. 

When reform is badly needed, no compro
mise satisfies. Public financing remains the 
best way to reduce the influence of special· 
interest groups and to return campaign 

spending to reasonable levels. It has been 
highly effective in reforming the presiden
tial campaign system and returning at least 
that sector of politics to the people. 

But modest reform is better than none, 
and the substitute bill would do a lot of 
good. With the elimination of routine public 
financing-apparently the most objection
able part of the original bill in the eyes of 
many · senators-the only credible explana
tion for a vote against cloture or the com
promise package will be a desire to preserve 
the status quo. 

[From the Hartford Courant, Hartford, CT, 
June 9, 1987] 

DOES THE SENATE WANT REFORM? 

You would be hard-pressed to find many 
members of the U.S. Senate who say they're 
unconcerned about the monetary saturation 
of congressional election campaigns. Today 
you may be able to learn how many senators 
want to translate purported concern into 
meaningful action by supporting effective 
campaign finance reform. 

The Senate last week began debating a 
measure that would produce meaningful 
reform, a bill sponsored by David L. Boren, 
an Oklahoma Democrat. and Majority 
Leader Robert C. Byrd of West Virginia. It 
would dramatically reduce the role of politi
cal action committees in Senate and House 
elections-and thus the unhealthy influence 
of PACs in the making of the nation's laws. 
Most important, it would establish a system 
of public financing for candidates in Senate 
elections. That step is essential if the public 
interest is going to recapture the ground 
that special interests have managed to buy. 

It was predictable that many members of 
Congress would resist any fundamental 
change in the vehicle that brought them to 
Washington, and sure enough, opposition 
has surfaced. Republican senators have 
criticized public financing as intrusive and 
offered several alternative campaign finance 
reform bills-most of them unworthy of the 
name. Fearing passage of the Boren-Byrd 
bill, which at last count had 47 co-sponsors, 
Republicans have threatened to block it by 
filibustering. A vote on whether to invoke 
cloture, thus stopping the delay, is expected 
to occur today. 

Although the Republican bills contain 
some attractive ideas, they basically seem to 
be attempts to present an illusion of reform 
while preserving as much of the status quo 
as possible. 

One measure, for example, would prohibit 
PAC contributions to congressional candi
dates, certainly a dramatic step. But the 
bill, offered by Sens. Robert W. Packwood 
of Oregon and Mitch McConnell of Ken
tucky, would allow PACs to continue donat
ing to party committees and groups not 
linked to candidates. Since this money then 
could be used to help particular candidates, 
little would be accomplished. 

Legislation offered by Sen. Ted Stevens, 
an Alaska Republican, would limit commit
tee contributions to candidates but it would 
allow individuals to give more than they can 
now. Ostensibly it would deal with a loop
hole in the law that invites an abuse called 
bundling, in which PACs evade the legal 
limits on what they can give to candidates 
to encouraging and delivering individual 
contributions to them. But the Stevens 
measure only would require that bundled 
checks be made payable to · candidates. 
That's authorization, not prevention. 

Yet the biggest weakness in the GOP bills 
is that they don't squarely confront the root 
issue: the enormous, and rapidly growing, 

amount of money spent on congressional 
elections. About $38 million was spent on 
Senate races in 1976; 10 years later, almost 
$179 million was spent. A reasonable but 
firm cap on spending is indispensable, as is a 
total limit on what each candidate can re
ceive from PACs. The Boren-Byrd bill has 
both, and a lot more. 

If the Senate, to borrow a phrase from 
Sen. Edward M. Kennedy of Massachusetts, 
is serious about driving "the money lenders 
out of the temple of politics," it won't let a 
fillibuster, or the temptation of ersatz cam
paign finance reform, divert it from the real 
thing. 

[From the South Dade News Leader, 
Homestead, FL, June 3, 1987] 

CONGRESS PONDERS A FINANCING SCANDAL 

Money is on the mind of Congress these 
days-money scandals, to be specific. Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the byzantine trail of funds connected to 
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in 
the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. But 
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of 
its own as well-a scandal that involves the 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for reelection and the amount 
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief 
among them is Senate Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va. , who complains that 
his colleagues are spending so much time 
trying to raise campaign funds that they 
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and 
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-sponsores 
of legislation to curb political action com
mittees <PACs) and limit campaign spend
ing. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, 
would create a series of voluntary spending 
limits in Senate primary and general elec
tion races. It also would provide public 
funds for general election candidates who 
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for 
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle 
would be set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would 
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races, depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibust er, and they are rumored to 
be working en an alternative measure. The 
Republican measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include public fi
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going up in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candidates reaching a record 
$130 million in the 1986 election and with 
the 100th Congress more indebted to special 
interests than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate sometime this month. As it looks 
now, Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, 



21974 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE August 3, 1987 
but he does not have the 60 votes needed to 
invoke closture if the Republicans filibuster. 
We hope he will push hard to get the neces
sary votes. 

[From the Clarion-Ledger, Jackson, <MS>. 
July 13, 1987] 

FINANCE REFORM-BILLS ENCOURAGE FAIRER 
CAMPAIGNS 

A comprehensive campaign finance bill 
has surfaced in the U.S. House of Repre
sentatives-a good sign that some reform 
will come from Congress soon. 

The House bill would establish a volun
tary system of overall spending limits and 
prescribe limits on the use of personal 
wealth in campaigns, along with providing 
partial public financing for House general 
election campaigns. It would also limit the 
total amount of political action committee 
contributions a congressional candidate can 
accept. 

A host of members in the Senate includ
ing John C. Stennis of MississippL intro
duced their plan for campaign finance 
reform last month, but have gained little 
ground due to a filibuster led by Republican 
conservatives. 

The stall tactic forced supporters of the 
Senate reform bill to introduce a new pro
posal that limits campaign spending and 
puts and aggregate limit on the total 
amount of political action committee contri
butions which candidates may accept. The 
new proposal eliminates the controversial 
public financing for Senate elections, except 
in certain circumstances. 

Both plans are fair and reasonable. The 
key is to limit campaign spending, which 
has gotten out of cont rol, and to set con
fines on contributions from political action 
committees. 

[From the Clarion-Ledger, Jackson, <MS), 
June 12, 1987] 

LESS MONEY -CONTROLLING SPECIAL 
INTERESTS 

Campaign financing for candidates seek
ing election to the U.S. Senate must be re
formed and the best improvement offered so 
far is through the taxpayer. 

Sen. John Stennis of Mississippi is co
sponsor of legislation before the Senate this 
week that would allow partial public financ
ing of Senate elections, instead of heavy de
pendence on political action committees. 

Stennis received $232,300 from political 
action committees during his 1983 campaign 
in which contributions totaled $994,000. 

The reform measure, which was written 
by Sen. David Boren of Oklahoma, sets up 
optional public financing of political cam
paigns using a formula based on a state's 
population and setting various spending 
ranges for primary and general elections as 
well as runoff elections. 

On the other end of the spectrum, Sen. 
Thad Cochran, also of Mississippi, says he 
supports more limits on media advertising 
and better disclosure of contributors to a 
candidate. 

In his 1984 re-election bid, in which con
tributions totaled $2.8 million Cochran re
ceived $969,739 from Politicai action com
mittees. 

The special interest groups are willing to 
spend the dollars and attract candidates 
who will likely feel indebted to vote for cer
tain causes. 
. Reforms to dilute the strength of special 
mterest groups are necessary. Stennis' legis
!ation is a good beginning. Campaign financ
mg must be changed. 

[From the Kenosha News, Kenosha, WI. 
July 7, 1987] 

SLAY THE MONSTER 

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over 
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount 
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal 
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money
campaign money, to be exact. 

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader 
Robert Dole, R-Kans., and most of his Re
publican colleagues have been engaged in a 
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting 
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation 
that would alter the system of election fi
nance. 

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas
ure that would create voluntary spending 
limits in Senate elections, provide public 
funds for Senate general-election candidates 
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict 
the amount of money that House and 
Senate candidates may accept from politi
cal-action committees, or PACs. 

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general
election limits would range from $950,000 in 
a low-population state such as Wyoming to 
nearly $5.5 million in California. 

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole 
himself has spoken out about the outra
geous expense of running for public office 
and the undue influence that PACs wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. In 
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to 
Senate candidates have increased from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil
lion to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
finance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans object to the idea of 
using government money to run congres
sional campaigns-even though the public 
financing scheme for presidential candi
dates is working well. They argue that 
spending limits in congressional campaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It 
would cut the maximum amount that any 
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it 
would eliminate the spending limit and 
public-financing components of the legisla
tion. 

.campaign reform simply will not happen 
Without spending limits. The Supreme 
Court has ruled that there must be some 
form of public benefits in order to establish 
a system of voluntary campaign-spending 
limits. 

The spending limits contained in Senate 
Bi~l 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re
qmred by the Supreme Court. If presiden
tial elections are a reliable guide Senate 
Bill 2 will provide for competitive ~lections. 
Neither party will be at a disadvantage. 

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to 
step aside and give the reform legislation a 
chance to slay the campaign monster. In 
doing so, they would be helping restore the 
integrity of our representative form of gov
ernment. 

[From the Record-Courier, Kent-Ravenna, 
OH, June 30, 1987] 

ALL UP IN KNOTS 

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over 
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount 
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal 

or the budget or trade strategy. It's money
campaign money, to be exact. 

Since early, June, Senate Minority Leader 
Robert Dole, R-Kans., and most of his Re
publican colleagues have been engaged in a 
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting 
on Senate Bill, 2, much-needed legislation 
that would alter the system of election fi
nance. 

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas
ure that would create voluntary spending 
limits in Senate elections, provide public 
funds for Senate general-election candidates 
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict 
the amount of money that House and 
Senate candidates may accept from politi
cal-action committees, or PACs. 

In 1988, if the bill were to pass general
election limits. would range from $950,000 in 
a low-populatiOn state such as Wyoming to 
nearly 5.5 million in California. 

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis
pute the need for campaign reform Dole 
himself has spoken out about the 'outra
geous expense of running for public office 
and the undue influence that PACs wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. In 
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to 
Senate candidates have increase from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil
lion to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
c~eated, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
fmance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans object to the idea of 
using government money to run congres
sional campaigns-even though the public 
financing scheme for presidential candi
dates is working well. They argue that 
spending limits in congressional campaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It 
would cut the maximum amount of any 
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it 
would eliminate the spending limit and 
public-financing components of the legisla
tion. 

Campaign reform simply will not happen 
without spending limits. The Supreme 
Court has ruled that there must be some 
form of public benefits in order to establish 
a system of voluntary campaign-spending 
limits. 

The spending limtis contained in Senate 
Bi~l 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re
quired by the Supreme Court. if presidential 
elections are a reliable guide, Senate Bill 2 
will provide for competitive elections. Nei
ther party will be at a disadvantage. 

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to 
step aside and give the reform legislation a 
chance to slay the campaign monster. In 
doing so, they would be helping restore the 
integrity of our representative form of gov
ernment. 

[From the Valley News, Lebanon, NH, June 
27, 1987] 

CAMPAIGN SPENDING 

The most direct, and perhaps best, way to 
control the spiraling cost of campaigns 
would be to place a limit on donations from 
political action committees <PACs> and an 
overall limit on campaign spending. But 
that has been judged unconstitutional by 
the Supreme Court. 

The second best way to slow the flow of 
cash into politics is to ask candidates to vol-
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untarily accept spending limits by offering 
public financing as an inducement. Such a 
system has been used for presidential elec
tions since 1974 and all but one of the 35 
major party candidates have accepted public 
financing and limitations on campaign 
spending. 

It is now time to bring the same sensible 
kind of reform to congressional campaigns. 
In 10 years, spending on Senate races has 
increased five-fold to $179 million. On aver
age, a successful candidate for the Senate 
spends $3 million to get elected. 

The Senate is now considering a bill spon
sored by Sens. Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., and 
David Boren, D-Okla., that would place 
those types of limitations on congressional 
campaigning. The bill proposes to limit the 
total amount of PAC contributions a candi
date may accept <$1 ,000,000 for House elec
tions; between $191,000 and $825,000 in 
Senate elections, depending on the size of 
the state) and limit t otal campaign spend
ing. 

Common Cause, which has long fought 
for campaign finance reform, estimates that 
the bill would have reduced PAC contribu
tions by two-thirds in 1986 Senate races. 
Sen. Patrick Leahy, D-Vt., for example, 
raised about $825,000 in 1986. Under the 
proposal, he would have been limited to 
$190,000. 

There are several good reasons why PAC 
donations and overall spending should be re
duced. Businesses, unions and industrial 
groups don't make campaign contributions 
out of generosity. They make them to gain 
political access. Judging from the steady in
crease in PAC giving, they apparently are 
satisfied with what they're getting. 

PAC donations also tend to benefit incum
bents over challengers. Incumbents are 
much more likely to win any given election 
and therefore hold more promise to make 
PAC contributions a good investment. And, 
because of the astronomical cost of running 
for office, politicians find themselves spend
ing more and more time raising money for 
their next election than delivering on all 
the promises they made in their previous 
one. Limiting overall spending would take 
some of that burden off our politicians and 
give them more time to fulfill the responsi
bilities of their offices. 

Although 49 senators initially supported 
the Byrd-Boren measure, a sizable opposi
tion has since surfaced. Opponents, who are 
mostly Republican, have offered an alterna
tive proposal that would change the me
chanics of PAC giving but not affect aggre
gate amounts. They have also complained 
about the drain of public financing on the 
Treasury. 

Democrats have responded with a couple 
of reasonable compromises: One that would 
limit public financing to 40 percent of the 
established limit for overall spending and 
another that would provide public financing 
only to a candidate whose opponent refused 
to accept the voluntary limits. 

Right now, the Boren-Byrd proposal is 
going nowhere. It is locked in filibuster in 
the Senate. The same tactic was used in 
1979, the last time a comprehensive cam
paign finance reform package was consid
ered. 

We hope the tendered compromise, the 
continued climb of campaign costs in the 
last eight years and, ultimately, concern for 
the integrity of Congress will make for a dif
ferent outcome in 1987. 

[From The Leesburg Commercial, Leesburg, 
FL, July 4, 1987] 

SENATE SHOULD ADOPT PROPOSAL TO RESTRICT 
CAMPAIGN SPENDING 

The issue of political action committee fi
nancing of congressional races is being ad
dressed by the Senate. It's about time. 

In 1976, PACs contributed $5.4 million to 
Senate candidates. That's a big hunk of 
change, but that's all it is when compared to 
the $45 million donated to Senate races last 
year by P ACs, with almost half of all sena
tors collecting at least $1 million for their 
1986 and future campaigns. 

The growth of the PAC system has been 
detailed time and again, along with calls for 
meaningful reforms in campaign finance 
laws to eliminate PAC spending and influ
ence. On the whole, Congress has ignored 
those calls, with proposals to limit or do 
away with PACs falling mainly on deaf ears. 

Now, however, the Senate has a chance to 
begin meaningful campaign finance reform 
by supporting and refining a proposal from 
Senate Majority Leader Robert Byrd to 
limit campaign spending. Byrd's proposal 
ties campaign spending by Senate candi
dates to a state population on a voluntary 
basis, and limits House candidates to receiv
ing no more than $100,000 from PACs. 

Senate candidates not going along with 
the volunteer program would be limited to 
what he or she could receive from PACs. 
Also, Senate candidates could dip into the 
federal election fund for money to match 
what they receive in contributions of $250 
or less. 

In Florida, Senate candidates could spend 
up to $2.8 million on the general election. 
Considering that last year winner Bob 
Graham and loser Paula Hawkins spent 
about six times that much, the Byrd propos
al could greatly reduce what's spent on 
Senate campaigns here. 

There are some bugs that ought to be 
worked out of the Byrd proposal, such as 
the need to extend its coverage to primary 
races, making it mandatory instead of vol
untary, and tying it into overall campaign 
finance reforms. But it is a good starting 
point, and one that enlightened members of 
the Senate, such as Graham and Florida's 
other senator, Lawton Chiles, support. 

[From the Lewiston (ID) Tribune, June 10, 
1987] 

THIS BILL WoN'T CuRB PACs' INFLUENCE 
A Democratic Senate bill to curb cam

paign financing by political action commit
tees, or P ACs, is being countered by a Re
publican-sponsored bill to eliminate PAC 
contributions altogether to specific congres
sional candidates. Sens. Bob Packwood of 
Oregon and Mitch McConnell of Kentucky, 
who introduced the Republican measure 
last week, have said they do not necessarily 
believe the PACs are a bad influence on 
campaigns but that the public seems to 
think so-and that their role therefore 
should be restricted. 

That is what they call in politics, these 
days, a case of smoke and mirrors. The 
Packwood-McConnell bill would in effect 
expand the role of the P ACs while appear
ing to restrict it. This is how it would work, 
according to Fred Wertheimer, president of 
Common Cause: 

"The impact that the McConnell-Pack
wood legislation would have on PAC money 
is perhaps best demonstrated by what oc
curred in Senator Packwood's 1986 reelec
tion campaign. In that election, ALIGN
PAC, a PAC representing insurance inter-

ests, gave Senator Packwood a $1,000 contri
bution made out from ALIGNPAC to Sena
tor Packwood. At the same time, ALIGN
PAC also gathered and turned over to Sena
tor Packwood $215,000 in checks made out 
by ALIGNPAC's members directly to Sena
tor Packwood. 

"This controversial practice, known as 
'bundling,' allowed ALIGNPAC to massively 
evade the $5,000 per election PAC contribu
tion limit and to get eredit for providing 
what was the equivalent of a $215,000 con
tribution form ALIGNPAC to Senator Pack
wood." 

The McConnell-Packwood bill would pre
vent any PAC from contributing money di
rectly to any candidate, but it would permit 
the PACs to give unlimited amounts to com
mittees that could then turn the money 
over to specific candidates. And, as Werth
eimer notes, P ACs could collect checks from 
members in any amount, and the candidates 
would have no doubt where it came from. 
The influence of special-interest money on 
congressional campaigns would be expand
ed, not curbed. 

This is the Republican answer to a Demo
cratic bill that would reduce PAC influence 
on members of Congress by closing the 
"bundling" loophole and by financing cam
paigns partly with public funds. If the 
Senate truly seeks to reduce big-money in
fluence on congressional elections, these 
bills offer an easy choice. 

[From the Lewiston <ME) Daily Sun, June 
15, 1987] 

CAMPAIGN THEATRICS 
As the cost of running a successful cam

paign for Congress climbs, the cast of char
acters in the political arena declines. 

And as the qualifiers for the Washington 
playbill shrink, the quality of representa
tion wanes. 

But alack, is this trend to be or not to be? 
A bill before the U.S. Senate would reverse 
this course by limiting contributions from 
private donors as well as spending from can
didates' personal funds. 

The Senate Election Campaign Act took 
center stage Thursday but the script on the 
Senate floor was reduced to a dull filibuster . 

In the spotlight is the measure that is also 
known as the Byrd-Boren bill-a proposal to 
limit campaign costs and Political Action 
Committee contributions by propping up 
the revenues with public financing. The Su
preme Court prompted the need for public 
money by ruling that Congress can limit 
campaign finances only if it provides public 
funds-thus the rub. 

The protagonists of the opposition-Sens. 
Robert Packwood, R-Ore., and Mitch Mc
Connell, R-Ky.-have submitted a legisla
tive charade to counter t~1e Byrd-Boren bill. 
The two claim their bill would eliminate 
PAC contributions but the fact is it would 
simply change the path of the money. The 
absurd proposal would force P ACs to adopt 
a method called bundling-having individual 
PAC members make small donatidns to can
didates instead of the organization as a 
whole. It would also make PACs funnel 
money to the political parties and the par
ties would then pass it on to the candi
dates-thus in effect eliminating any ceiling 
for PAC contributions. 

By contrast, the Byrd-Boren bill would ex
plicitly prohibit bundling and limit PAC 
contributions to $5,000. It would put a stop 
to the spiraling costs of campaigns, decrease 
the influence of special-interest groups and 
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reduce the amount of time candidates spend 
raising funds. 

There are over 4,000 PACs increasing 
their monetary theatrics for candidates 
every year. In 1976, Senate candidates re
ceived $5 million in PAC funds. In 1986, the 
figure had climbed to $45 million. 

Meanwhile, Packwood and McConnell 
were enacting a tragedy on the congression
al stage Thursday. If the Senate had its act 
together, it would have mustered the 60 
votes needed to pull the curtain on the fili
buster. 

The scene for the next act will take place 
with a cloture vote scheduled for next week. 
Hopefully, the slings and arrows of outra
geous PAC fortune will miss their target in 
the election arena and rationality will pre
vail. 

[From the Lewistown <PA> Sentinel, June 
17, 1987] 

CURBS ARE NEEDED ON CAMPAIGN COSTS 

It's about time. 
For the first time in a decade, Congress is 

taking a hard look at an issue close to every 
one of its members-the high cost of getting 
elected. 

Campaign expenses have risen astronomi
cally. In 1976, the average cost of a success
ful Senate campaign was $610,000. Last 
year's average for winners was $3 million. 

Or consider California, where Democratic 
Sen. Alan Cranston spent more than $8.5 
million last year to defeat a $8.9 million 
challenge from Republican Ed Zschau. 
More than $17 million spent for a job that 
pays $89,500 a year. 

Congressional reformers, led by Senate 
Democrats, are doing more than criticizing 
the amounts being spent. They are also tar
geting political action committees-PACs
the fastest rising sources of campaign 
money. 

PACs are booming. In 1976 they gave $5.4 
million to Senate candidates. Last year, the 
total reached $45.7 million. Fourteen of the 
34 senators elected last year got more than 
$1 million each from PACs. More than 200 
House members get at least half their elec
tion funds from them. 

Legislation now stalled by a Republican 
filibuster in the Senate proposes PAC limits 
that would have cut the special-interest 
money going to winning 1986 Senate candi
dates from $28.9 million to $10.2 million, ac
cording to Common Cause, a citizens lobby 
that has been prodding Congress to change 
the system. 

Democratic Sen. Robert Byrd of West Vir
ginia, the Senate Majority Leader, brought 
the campaign finance bill to the floor earli
er this month. He has shown no signs of 
withdrawing it despite a filibuster that has 
stopped most other business. 

Even if the bill should eventually become 
law, participation by candidates would be 
voluntary to get around a Supreme Court 
decision that says mandatory spending 
limits violate constitutional free-speech 
rights. 

Under the Democratic plan, a candidate 
could get up to 40 percent of general elec
tion expenses paid from the Treasury by 
agreeing to limit PAC receipts and restrict 
spending to $950,000 from $5.5 million, de
pending on a state's population. 

Something needs to be done to curb cam
paign spending. PACs are largely responsi
ble for the skyrocketing costs of getting 
elected, so it makes sense to limit contribu
tions from those special-interest groups. 

The Democratic plan represents a step in 
the right direction. It would at least provide 

an incentive for candidates to put less em
phasis on PACs, and that would eventually 
make P ACs less powerful. 

[From the Lincoln <IL) Courier, June 3, 
1987] 

CONGRESS PONDERS ITS OWN FILTHY LUCRE 

Money is on the mind of Congress these 
days-money scandals, to be specific. Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the byzantine trail of funds connected to 
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in 
the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. But 
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of 
its own as well-a scandal that involves the 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for re-election and the amount 
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief 
among them is Senate Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that 
his colleagues are spending so much time 
trying to raise campaign funds that they 
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and 
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are cosponsors 
of legislation to curb political action com
mittees and limit campaign spending. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, 
would create a series of voluntary spending 
limits in Senate primary and general elec
tion races. It also would provide public 
funds for general election candidates who 
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for 
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle 
would be set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from P ACs. Initially, the ceilings would 
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races, depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 
Republican measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include public fi
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going up in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candidates reaching a record 
$130 million in the 1986 election and with 
the 100th Congress more indebted to special 
interests than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate sometime this month. As it looks 
now, Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, 
but he does not have the 60 votes needed to 
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster. 
We hope he will push hard to get the neces
sary votes. 

[From the Little <AR) Rock Gazette, June 
18, 1987] 

MUTING THE VOICE OF MONEY 

Nearly everyone there acknowledges that 
money has gotten the upper hand in the 
United States Senate. The average cost of a 
winning Senate campaign in 1986 raced to 

$3.1 million, an increase of more than 400 
per cent in 10 years, and though every can
didate is relieved to have it no one is proud 
of how he raises it. 

Public opinion accounts for part of this 
nervous consensus in the Senate. Americans 
believe that special interests buy far too 
much power over public policy by campaign 
gifts and honoraria to senators and con
gressmen. Voters have ample opportunity to 
measure it. Anyone in Central Arkansas 
wondering how Congressman Tommy Rob
inson will vote, for example, must only look 
at his political action gifts. <But we get 
ahead of ourselves here: the House of Rep
resentatives doesn't feel moved on campaign 
finance yet because all its members are 
counting next year on the advantages the 
system offers them.) 

But the consensus in the Senate doesn't 
embrace a solution. Both parties fear the 
other might get some advantage from a law. 
controlling campaign spending and giving. 
If the Senate votes, it will approve a bill by 
Senator David Boren of Oklahoma, but Re
publicans have twice blocked a vote by de
feating cloture of a filibuster. 

Boren's bill would limit contributions 
from political action committees and install 
voluntary public financing of Senate cam
paigns. Taxpayers could designate a $1 
checkoff on their income tax returns. To 
qualify for public funds, candidates would 
have to accept ceilings on their private 
fund-raising and on PAC gifts. The PAC 
ceiling for a candidate in Arkansas would be 
$190,950. 

Republicans aren't so protective of PAC 
money as they are worried about the overall 
spending limitations. The GOP generally 
raises a lot more money for its candidates. 
Republicans support a bill by Senators Bob 
Packwood of Oregon and Mitch McConnell 
of Kentucky that would prohibit direct PAC 
contributions to candidates altogether. But 
the rub is that PACs would give to party or
ganizations, which would funnel unlimited 
sums to candidates. The Republican bill 
would continue and expand the practice of 
"bundling," which the Boren bill would pro
hibit. 

Arkansas voters saw the effects. of bun
dling last year. The Republican Party bun
dled $125,000 in contributions from outside 
Arkansas to the Senate campaign of Asa 
Hutchinson, who was running against Sena
tor Dale Bumpers. When Gazette reporters 
telephoned a few of the donors, they had 
never heard of Hutchinson or even been 
aware of the race in Arkansas. 

If the Senate approves the Boren bill, it 
will be one of its more unselfish acts. Its 
principal effect will not be to help Demo
crats, but challengers, who must run against 
a tide of money. Indeed, Democrats might 
be the Boren bill's instant casualties be
cause more of them will face re-election in 
1988 and 1990. Such ironies have been the 
history of efforts to reform campaign fi
nance. The explosion of corporate PACs fol
lowed a law to protect union PACs. 

But the greater beneficiary would be the 
public interest, which is served whenever 
the influence of overpowering money is cur
tailed. 

The Reagan administration opposes the 
Boren bill, and the president will surely veto 
it if it somehow passes in its present form
a setback most of the Senate, especially the 
33 members facing re-election in 1988, no 
doubt would take philosophically. But the 
people shouldn't. 
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[From The Lock Haven (PA), Express, June 

15, 19871 
POWERFUL PAC-MEN 

Political action committee contributions 
to Pennsylvania congressional candidates 
rose to an all-time high $7.5 million in 1986, 
a lobbying group says. 

Common Cause, which supports changes 
in the federal laws governing campaign con
tributions, said the increase in PAC contri
butions paralleled a record $21.3 million in 
overall campaign spending in 1986. 

Almost 30 percent-or $2.1 million-of 
PAC funds funnelled to Pennsylvania went 
to the Senate campaigns of victorious in
cumbent Republican Arlen Specter and 
Democrat Bob Edgar. 

Specter received $1.26 million, or 23 per
cent of the $5.4 million raised by his cam
paign, from P ACs, according to statistics 
provided by Common Cause. 

Edgar, a former Philadelphia-area con
gressman, received $814,254, or 21 percent 
of his total campaign till, from PACs, 
Common cause said. 

In 1982, Sen. John Heinz, R-Pa., and his 
Democratic opponent, Cyril Wecht, received 
$644,512 in PAC contributions, Common 
Cause said. 

Democratic Rep. William H. Gray III of 
Philadelphia, the powerful chairman of the 
Budget Committee, received the most 
money from P ACs among House candidates, 
with contributions totalling $459,048. 

At the other end of the spending spec
trum, Rep. William Gooding, R-Jacobus, 
took no money from PACs in 1986. He is 
among the handful in Congress who will not 
accept special interest contributions. 

Among area candidates, Cong. Joe 
McDade accepted $203,665 in PAC money. 
George Gekas $50,014, Bill Clinger $286,980. 

The big PAC man? Clinger's unsuccessful 
challenger Bill Wachob with $320,804. 

"The spiralling cost of congressional cam
paigns combined with the millions of dollars 
in special interest PAC contributions that 
flood candidates' coffers, in Pennsylvania 
and nationwide, vividly underscores the 
urgent need to reform the way congression
al campaigns are financed, " Common Cause 
President Fred Wertheimer said. 

The group supports a Senate bill that 
would establish partial public funding for 
Senate campaigns and limit PAC contribu
tions and overall campaign spending. 

The measure was endorsed by the Rules 
Committee in April. Debate on the measure 
by the Senate began last week. 

"The campaign financing system is a na
tional scandal which threatens the very in
tegrity of Congress," Wertheimer said. 
"Senator Specter and Senator Heinz have a 
historic opportunity to support the funda
mental reforms this process so desperately 
needs." 

The senators should do all they can to be 
a part of that reform. 

[From the Lodi <CA> News-Sentinel, June 
10, 19871 

CONGRESSMEN PONDER THEIR OWN " FILTHY 
LUCRE" 

Money is on the mind of Congress these 
days-money scandals, to be specific. Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the byzantine trail of funds connected to 
the Iran-Contra affair and legislation is in 
the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. But 
Congress is· dealing with a money scandal of 
its own as well-a scandal that involves the 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for re-election and the 
amount of time it takes to raise that money. 
Chief among them is Senate Majority 
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who com
plains that his colleagues are spending so 
much time trying to raise campaign funds 
that they have no time for Senate business. 
Byrd and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co
sponsors of legislation to curb political 
action committees <PACs) and limit cam
paign spending. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, 
would create a series of voluntary spending 
limits in Senate primary and general elec
tion races. It also would provide public 
funds for general election candidates who 
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for 
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle 
would be set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would 
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races, depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 
Republican measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include public fi
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going up in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candates reaching a record $130 
million in the 1986 election and with the 
100th Congress more indebted to special in
terests than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate sometime this month. As it looks 
now, Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, 
but he does not have the 60 votes needed to 
invoke clouture if the Republicans filibus
ter. We hope he will push hard to get the 
necessary votes. 

[From the Long Island <NY) Newsday, July 
7, 19871 

WHY NOT VOLUNTARY CAMPAIGN SPENDING 
LIMITS 

Congressional reformers may have found 
an acceptable way to limit campaign spend
ing at last: Make the limit voluntary-but 
make the alternative very unpleasant for 
those who don't go along. It worked with 
"Voluntary" quotas on cars from Japan <the 
alternative would have been mandatory 
quotas) , and it's worth a try to reduce the 
obscene amounts now spent on congression
al races. 

When Congress provided for partial public 
financing of presidential campaigns 13 years 
ago, it also put mandatory ceilings on spend
ing by House and Senate candidates. Two 
years later the Supreme Court found those 
limits unconstitutional, but it had no prob
lem with voluntary restrictions. 

Ever since, reformers have searched in 
vain for a way to induce candidates to hold 
down their expenditures voluntarily. And 

ever since, campaign costs have soared, po
litical action committees have proliferated 
and fund raising has become such an oner
ous and time-consuming chore that many 
members of Congress have started to have 
second thoughts about the system. Now a 
majority of the Senate seems to favor an 
overhaul. 

But that largely Democratic majority has 
been stymied by a largely Republican mi
nority, which has filibustered successfully 
against a campaign reform bill sponsored by 
Sens. David Boren <D-Okla.) and Robert 
Byrd <D-W.Va.) It originally featured strict 
spending and contribution limits coupled 
with public financing for congressional can
didates, along the lines of the presidential 
system. 

Opponents objected chiefly to the cost but 
also to limiting spending and making tax
payers fund political campaigns. This pro
posal should put the cost argument to rest: 
Instead of providing substantial public 
funds to those who agree to abide by spend
ing limits, it would use public funding only 
as a form of insurance. Candidates would be 
eligible only if their opponents exceeded the 
limit set for that race; the amount would be 
equal to that opponents' excess. 

Public funds would also be allocated to 
match negative attacks mounted by inde
pendent forces-a provision that might 
prove difficult to enforce. Even so, this pro
posal makes it difficult to oppose spending 
limits out of concern for the public purse. 

On the contrary, concern for the public 
interest argues strongly for reining in run
away campaign costs and the growing influ
ence of political action committees. The mi
nority should quit filibustering and allow a 
vote on this proposal's considerable merit. 
Who knows? It might even become a model 
for states and municipalities as well. 

[From the Louisville <KY) Courier-Journal, 
July 15, 19871 

LIMITING POLITICAL BUCKS 

U.S. Senators who claim they deplore the 
abuses of the political money game have re
fused to support the only effective reform 
proposal in Congress because it provides 
public money for U.S. Senate campaigns. A 
new version puts that complaint to rest, 
leaving critics with no plausible pretext for 
continuing the filibuster that has prevented 
action since early June. 

The rewritten bill retains the two essen
tial ingredients of campaign finance 
reform-a voluntary over-all spending limit 
for Senate candidates based on each state's 
population and a ceiling on contributions 
from special interest political action com
mittees. 

Unlike the original version, it does not 
offer public money to every candidate who 
raises a specified amount in individual con
tributions. But a candidate could become el
igible for public dollars to offset the advan
tage of an opponent who refuses to accept 
the limit. Matching money could also go to 
candidates who are targets of negative ad
vertising sponsored by independent groups. 
And Senate hopefuls would have other in
centives to participate, including a break on 
postal and TV ad rates. 

The idea is to encourage candidates to ob
serve the limits and to deter so-called "inde
pendent expenditures," thereby minimizing 
tl:e use of public money. This approach 
should satisfy the Supreme Court rule that 
Congress may set voluntary campaign 
spending limits if candidates are offered an 
inducement, such as public money, to 
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comply. Because of its simplicity and low 
cost, it could be adopted by the House and 
even by states. 

The limits wouldn't leave candidates 
bereft. A Kentucky contender could raise 
$243,290, or 20 per cent of the spending 
limit, from P ACs. Hoosiers could take in 
$321,177 in PAC money and spend five times 
that amount. That's ample for a respectable 
race. 

Opponents will raise the usual objections. 
One is that any one PAC eontribution is too 
small a part of a campaign budget to influ
ence a congressman's voting habits. But 
studies show members of key committees 
often receive money from many P ACS with 
common legislative interest. Anyone who 
thinks lawmakers are oblivious to these 
large sums has his head in the sand. 

Another claim is that spending limits 
would help incumbents. However, 98 per
cent of House members were re-elected last 
year, suggesting that no system could be 
more protective of incumbents than the 
present one. 

The bottom line is that Congress must fi
nally curb the corrupting influence of spe
cial interest money. The compromise an
swers the opponents' chief complaint. They 
should quit being obstruct ionists and allow 
the issue to come to a vote. 

[From the Louisville CKY) Courier-Journal, 
June 11, 1987] 

CAP CAMPAIGN S P ENDING 

Kentucky's Republican senator, Mitch 
McConnell, and his colleagues won the firs t 
skirmish in the campaign finance reform 
battle. If they win the war, look for the cost 
of congressional races to go from scandalous 
to nauseating. 

Before the Senate is a simple proposition. 
It would set up a system of public financing 
of Senate campaigns similar to the system 
that has financed the last three presidential 
campaigns. Candidates would not have to 
take the tax money. If they did, though, 
they would have to abide by ceilings on 
spending that vary according to the popula
tion of the states. 

Public financing is the only legal way to 
limit the role of megabucks in political cam
paigns, according to the Supreme Court. 
That is what Senate Democrats want to do 
and a vote Tuesday showed that a majority 
of the Senate favors that approach. 

Unfortunately, the 52-47 vote on a motion 
to cut off a Republican-backed filibuster 
was eight short of the necessary 60. The 
prospect of prolonged debate set off talk of 
a compromise. But any change short of 
public financing would be mere window 
dressing. 

That was shown when Sen. McConnell 
said that the $12 million spent by Ken
tucky's Democratic gubernatorial candi
dates wasn't "obscene or inappropriate," but 
just a healthy indication of vigorous politi
cal competition. Such big spending " repre
sents participation" in, rather than corrup
tion of, the political proce:;s, he argued. 

He tossed off his remarks in support of a 
window-dressing substitute for the Demo
cratic bill that he and Sen. Bob Packwood 
of Oregon offered. Their measure tries to 
obscure the issue by attacking political 
action committee spending. It would forbid 
PAC contributions to congressional candi
dates-but the P ACs could continue to in
fluence elections by making "independent 
expenditures" on behalf of candidates, and 
by donating to state and national political
party committees. 

What McConnell-Packwood proposes is to 
change the mix of funds flowing into con
gressional campaigns. It would not cap 
those funds. The cash and checks from 
PACs and fat cats would still flood cam
paign headquarters and the cost of running 
for office-which has more than doubled in 
the past decade-would continue to skyrock
et. 

Surely the senators don 't want that. They 
must not settle for cosmetic change. 

[From the Lyndhurst CNJ) Commercial 
Leader-Review, June 18, 1987] 

CAMPAIGN SPENDING LIMITS 

Campaign finance reform is poised for a 
breakthrough. On the opening day of the 
100th Congress, Sen. David Boren CD-Okla.) 
and Senate Majority Leader Robert Byrd 
CD-W. Va.) introduced a comprehensive 
campaign finance reform bill. The bill, S.2, 
would set aggregate limits on the amount of 
political action committee CPAC) money 
candidates for Congress could receive. It 
would also create a voluntary system of 
campaign spending limits and limits on the 
use of personal wealth, along with partial 
public financing for senatorial campaigns. 
Much like the system already in place for 
presidential public financing, S.2 would pro
vide for financing by the checkoff on indi
vidual tax returns. For more on the reform 
bill. 

CC President Fred Wertheimer says the 
bill " attacks the most dangerous aspects of 
the current campaign finance system: the 
obscene and excessive sums candidates are 
spending to get elected, and their increasing 
dependence on special interest PACs for 
funding." 

Last year's elections underscored the need 
for such reforms. Congressional candidates 
in 1985 spent close to $400 million, four 
times the amount spent a decade ago. On 
the average, winning Senate candidates 
spent over $3 million on their election ef
forts. Between January 1, 1985 and Decem
ber 31, 1986, Senate candidates received 
over $45 million from special interest PACs, 
a 63 percent increase over PAC giving in the 
1984 races. 

Pressure for reform, both from within 
Congress and from the public, is s_trong. The 
S.2 bill has 30 cosponsors spanning the po
litical spectrum. As Budget Committee 
chairman Sen. Lawton Chiles CD-Fla.) has 
said, " I sense a growing consensus among 
members of this body that the trend toward 
more money in campaigns and bigger, richer 
and more P ACs needs to be reversed . . . . I 
believe the partial public financing of 
Senate elections ... is the way to change." 

This could well be the year for long-await
ed reforms to take shape, says Wertheimer. 
"With the Senate leadership strongly 
behind the campaign finance reform effort, 
this dramatically improves the chances for 
successful action in 1987 on this historic leg
islation. We must make an extraordinary 
effort to take advantage of this extraordi
nary opportunity." 

While the chances appear better than 
ever for passage of the bill in 1987, the 
battle will not be easy-particularly with 
well-funded PACs like those of the Ameri
can Medical Association and the National 
Rifle Association expected to lobby intense
ly against S.2. That's why, ultimately, it will 
take massive grassroots pressure to get the 
comprehensive reform package passed. 

We must pull out all the stops to get Con
gress to pass these needed reforms. It is es
sential for your senators to hear from you. 
The U.S. Senate needs to know that the 

public is fed up with the current system of 
financing congressional elections. 

Write your senators today. If they have 
not already done so, urge them to go on the 
record against special interest money and in 
favor of comprehensive campaign finance 
reform by signing on as a cosponsor to the 
Boren-Byrd bill. And if your senators are al
ready cosponsors, thank them for their sup
port and urge them to keep campaign fi
nance reform a top priority in the 100th 
Congress. 

If you have time, please also write to Sen. 
Robert Dole CR-Kan.), Republican leader of 
the Senate, who is expected to play a key 
role in this fight. Tell him how essential it is 
to the country to clean up congressional 
campaign financing and ask him to support 
and cosponsor S.2. 

Mail your letter in care of your senators' 
names to: U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
20510. 

[From the Marion COH) Star, July 5, 1987] 
LET' S SLAY IT 

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over 
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount 
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal 
or the budget of trade strategy. It is 
money-campaign money, to be exact. 

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader 
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his R e
publican colleagues have been engaged in a 
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting 
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation 
that would alter the system of election fi
nance. 

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas
ure that would create voluntary spending 
limits in Senate elections, provide public 
funds for Senate general-election candidates 
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict 
the amount of money that House and 
Senate candidates may accept from politi
cal-action committees, or PACs. 

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general
election limits would range from $950,000 in 
a low-population state such as Wyoming to 
nearly $5.5 million in California. 

Senate Republicans do not necessarily dis
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole 
himself has spoken out about the outra
geous expense of running for public office 
and the undue influence that PACs wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. In 
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to 
Senate candidates have increased from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil
lion to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign 
finance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans object to the idea of 
using government money to run congres
sional campaigns-even though the public 
financing scheme for presidential candi
dates is working well. They argue that 
spending limits in congressional campaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It 
would cut the maximum amount that any 
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it 
would eliminate the spending limit and 
public financing components of the legisla
tion. 

Campaign reform simply will not happen 
without spending limits. The Supreme 
Court has ruled that there must be some 
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form of public benefits in order to establish 
a system of voluntary campaign-spending 
limits. 

The spending limits contained in Senate 
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re
quired by the high court. If presidential 
elections are a reliable guide, Senate Bill 2 
will provide for compet itive elections. Nei
ther party will be at a disadvantage 

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to 
step aside and give the reform legislation a 
chance to slay the campaign monster. In 
doing so, they would be helping restore the 
integrity of our representative form of gov
ernment. 

[From the Marion <OlD Star, June 5, 1987] 
GET THEM 

Money is on the mind of Congress these 
days- money scandals, to be specific. 

Congressional investigators are trying to 
trace the byzantine trail of funds connected 
to the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is 
in the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of inside trading. But 
Congress is dealing wit h a money scandal of 
its own as well-a scandal that involves the 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for re-election and the amount 
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief 
among them is Senate Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd, D-W.VA. , who complains that 
his colleagues are spending so much time 
trying to raise campaign funds that they 
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and 
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-sponsors 
of legislation to curb political action com
mittees <PACs) and limit campaign spend
ing. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, 
would create a series of voluntary spending 
limits in Senate primary and general elec
tion races; it also would provide public funds 
for general election candidates who agree to 
abide by those limits. Spending for Senate 
races in the 1987-1988 election cycle would 
be set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would 
range from $190,950 t o $825,000 in Senate 
races, depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 
Republican measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include public fi
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
effect the status quo only slightly, it is reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going up in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candidates reaching a record 
$130 million in the 1986 election and with 
the 100th Congress more indebted to special 
interests than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now, 
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but 
he does not have the 60 votes needed to 

invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster. · 
We hope he will push hard to get the neces
sary votes. 

[From the Medford <OR> Mail Tribune, 
July 9, 1987] 

LIMITS ARE NEEDED 
Members of the U.S. Senate will try again 

later this week to end a filibuster that has 
blocked a campaign spending reform bill 
since early June. If they fail, the price of 
winning a Senate seat will continue to in
crease at an obscene rate and the public's 
worry that political influence is being 
bought and sold will become stronger. 

Leaders of this latest effort to limit cam
paign spending and reduce the power of po
litical action committees <PACs) hope that 
July 1 revisions to the Senatorial Election 
Campaign Act will win enough votes to end 
the filibuster. The new proposal would 
retain key elements of S. 2, the original leg
islation, that are considered essential to 
holding down Senate campaign spending 
that has jumped from $45 million to $179 
million between 1977 and 1986. 

Those essential elements, which are en
dorsed by the citizens' lobby Common 
Cause, are: limits on spending, based on a 
state's population, and a limit on the total 
amount of PAC contribut ions that a candi
date would be able to accept. 

Candidates who abide by the spending 
limits would become eligible for preferential 
mailing rates and the lowest available TV 
rates. They also could receive taxpayer
funded "compensating payments" if their 
opponent refused to accept the ceiling on 
expenditures or if a third party spent 
money to campaign against them. 

Common Cause says the presidential cam
paign spending system created after the 
Watergate affair proves that reform is pos
sible. In 1972, with no limits, President 
Richard Nixon spent $62 million in his re
election effort. In 1984, with limits in effect, 
President Ronald Reagan spent $68 mil
lion-an increase of $6 million over 12 years. 

By comparison spending in Senate races 
climbed from $35.5 million in 1972 to $137 
million in 1984. During roughly the same 
period, PAC contributions went from $5 mil
lion in 1976 to $45 million in 1986. 

"The question now before the Senate is 
whether the political will exists to resist 
partisan pressures and set aside obstruction
ist tactics, and to act instead in the nation's 
best interest by enacting effective and com
prehensive campaign finance reform," says 
Common Cause President Fred Wertheimer. 
"Two hundred years after the framing of 
our Constitution and establishment of the 
U.S. Congress, senators cannot tell the 
American people that the present scandal
ous campaign finance system is the best 
they have to offer the country." 

Amen to that.- R.A.S. 

[From the Milwaukee <WD Journal, June 
10, 1987] 

MAYBE A CHANCE TO THWART THE PACs 
Since Congress voted in 1974 to provide 

for public financing of presidential elec
tions, the lawmakers repeatedly have re
fused to take even a nip of their own good 
medicine. Most senators and representatives 
have preferred to get campaign money the 
old-fashioned way, by accepting donations 
from special interests. 

After all, it's a system that heavily favors 
the incumbents and discourages challengers. 
But attitudes on Capitol Hill may be chang
ing a bit for the better, thanks to public dis-

gust with a system that has enabled well
heeled political action committees <PACs) to 
severely distort the electoral and govern
mental processes. 

The Senate on Tuesday voted 52 to 17 
against a Republican-led filibuster that 
threatens to keep a sensible campaign
reform bill from coming to a vote. The ma
jority was not large enough; it takes 60 
votes to limit debate. Nonetheless, it was a 
slightly encouraging sign, indicating that 
the bill could pass if the full Senate were al
lowed to vote on it. 

The measure, sponsored by Sen. David 
Boren <D-Okla.) and Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd <D-W.Va.), would provide par
tial public financing for senatorial candi
dates if they agreed to abide by prescribed 
limits on total campaign spending and on 
total donations accepted from PACs. 

A similar system in Wisconsin, covering 
legislative and statewide offices, has been 
widely accepted by politicians and has had 
generally beneficial effects. It has re
strained both the total amount of political 
spending and the influence of PACs. 

The Wisconsin system would work even 
better if it included a provision, as the 
Senate bill does, to prevent the evasion of 
PAC contribution limits through a trick 
known as bundling. <PACs are now allowed 
to round up checks for a candidate and give 
them as a bundle without counting them 
against PAC limits). 

Of course, even if the Senate bill is even
tually approved, obstacles will remain. The 
House has yet to act on the issue, and the 
possibility of a presidential veto must be 
considered. But supporters of campaign-fi
nance reform say the chances for enacting 
at least partial public funding of congres
sional elections are better than they have 
been in many years. 

Even some senators who oppose the con
cept are paying lip service to reform. For in
stance, Sen. Bob Packwood <R-Ore.), leader 
of the filibuster, has proposed that political 
action committees be forbidden to make 
direct contributions to candidates. But 
Packwood leaves a loophole large enough to 
accommodate a herd of elephants: P ACs 
would be allowed to channel their gifts 
through the political parties. 

Regrettably, he and some other promi
nent Republicans have resorted to outright 
demagogy on the issue of public financing. 
Packwood says the public-finance feature of 
the Boren-Byrd bill would "pick the taxpay
ers pocket," even though the cost is estimat
ed at only about 50 cents a year per taxpay
er. 

That's a mighty reasonable price to pay 
for a finance system that will help take the 
government back from the PACs. 

[From the New Bern <NC> Sun Journal, 
July 7, 19871 

PAC MONSTER IS TARGET OF REFORM 
The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over 

an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount 
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal 
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money
campaign money, to be exact. 

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader 
Robert Dole, R -Kan., and most of his Re
publican colleagues have been engaged in a 
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting 
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation 
that would alter the system of election fi
nance. 

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas
ure that would create voluntary spending 
limits in Senate elections, provide public 
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funds for Senate general-election candidates 
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict 
the amount of money that House and 
Senate candidates may accept from politi
cal-action committees, or PACs. 

In 1968, if the bill were to pass, general
election limits would range from $950,000 in 
a low-population state such as Wyoming to 
nearly $5.5 million in California. 

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole 
himself has spoken out about the outra
geous expense of running for public office 
and the undue influence that P ACs wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. In 
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to 
Senate candidates have increased from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil
lion to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
finance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans object to the idea of 
using government money to run congres
sional campaigns-even though the public 
financing scheme for presidential candi
dates is working well. They argue that 
spending limits in congressional campaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It 
would cut the maximum amount that any 
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it 
would eliminate the spending limit and 
public-financing components of the legisla
tion. 

Campaign reform simply will not happen 
without spending limits. The Supreme 
Court has ruled that there must be some 
form of public benefits in order to establish 
a system of voluntary campaign-spending 
limits. 

The spending limits contained in Senate 
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate 
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections. 
Neither party will be at a disadvantage. 

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to 
step aside and give the reform legislation a 
chance to slay the campaign monster. In 
doing so, they would be helping restore the 
integrity of our representative form of gov
ernment. 

[From the New Brunswick <NJ) Central 
New Jersey Home News, June 9, 1987] 

THE IssuE THAT WoN'T DIE 
Sometime today the Senate is expected to 

vote on a cloture petition to cut off debate 
on a sweeping campaign finance reform pro
posal. The bill's principal author, Oklahoma 
Sen. David Boren, doesn't think the neces
sary 60 votes are there to stop what threat
ens to become a summer-long filibuster 
aimed at stalling the Democratic-sponsored 
legislation. But as a tactical move, the clo
ture vote may move some senators to the 
negotiating table where a compromise 
reform bill can be drafted. 

Campaign finance reform is the issue that 
won't die, but the Senate is torn by uneasi
ness about Boren's tough proposal-it would 
establish a public financing system and set 
overall spending limits as well as limits on 
the total amount of political action commit
tee money Senate candidates could accept
and a desire to look good on the issue of 
runaway campaign spending and ballooning 
PAC contributions. Last week, in a move 

widely interpreted as an attempt to protect 
Republicans from being labeled anti-reform, 
two GOP senators introduced their own ver
sion of a campaign finance bill, which was 
promptly denounced by the citizens' lobby 
Common Cause as a "charade" that "should 
be rejected out of hand." 

The Boren bill is not perfect. But it is a 
real attempt to right a campaign finance 
system that is out of control. The Senate 
can play games with filibusters and weak 
substitute proposals, but only real reform 
will address the problem of campaigns that 
cost too much-and the PAC money that 
pays for them. 

[From the New London (CT) Day, June 23, 
1987] 

BLOCKING REFORM-THEY CAN ALWAYS FIND 
A Goon EXCUSE 

At least Minority Leader Robert Dole is 
honest about it. He won't let a bill aimed at 
reforming campaign financing through the 
Senate because it would hurt Republican 
political chances in some parts of the coun
try where the GOP hopes to increase its ef
fectiveness. 

The result is that S. 2, a much-needed lim
itation on contributions from Political 
Action Committees, is stalled by a filibuster. 
". . . Putting on a campaign-expenditure 
limit is, in effect, putting a brake on our 
growth in certain parts of this country. It 
may not be intended, but that is going to be 
the result," says Sen. Dole in explaining the 
filibuster. 

This is raw politics, nothing more. There 
always will be compelling reasons for those 
candidates who can raise the most funds to 
want to raise as much as their contributors 
will give. Sen. Dole's fondness for unfet
tered campaign financing has as much 
appeal in areas where the GOP already is 
strong and merely wants to hold onto seats 
as it does where the party needs more sup
port. It just happens that at this juncture, 
the Republicans are able to raise much 
more money that the Democrats. and that's 
why Sen. Dole disparages reform. 

With such thinking, no reform would ever 
arrive, and campaign financing abuses 
would get worse and worse. 

S. 2, whose principal sponsor is Sen. David 
Boren of Oklahoma, provides limits of 
$190,950 to $825,000 in Senate races, de
pending upon the size of the state. The 
measure also sets limits of $950,000 to $5.5 
million for general and primary elections 
combined. 

Candidates who wanted to accept public 
financing contributions from the govern
ment would have to agree to limit PAC con
tributions under the proposed legislation. 

In the past decade, PAC contributions to 
Senate races have increased by nine times. 
The numbers show clearly how PAC money 
plays an increasing role in helping candi
dates run and win elections. Putting con
gressmen and senators in the position of 
having to beg for money from special-inter
est groups in order to match the spending of 
the competition denigrates the office and 
opens up the potential for buying votes. 

The only way to reform that situation is 
to put in place absolute dollar limits on PAC 
contributions. 

Senate bill 2 is not designed to help Demo
crats or Republicans, but to assist the free 
election process that makes America work. 
Sen. Dole, get out of the aisle and stop 
blocking this good legislation. 

[From the New London (CT) Day, May 27, 
1987] 

CAMPAIGNS-LIMIT SPECIAL INTERESTS 
There's nothing complicated about the 

effort to reduce the influence of the money 
peddlers who now try to shape legislation by 
filling congressional pockets. Either there 
will be a limit on the donations of PACs to 
individual candidates or there will not. 
Without question, there should be limits. 

Political Action Committees were intend
ed to get control of unbridled campaign con
tributions, the likes of which came to their 
most egregious public display in the revela
tions about Richard M. Nixon's fund raising 
prior to his re-election in 1972. Mr. Nixon 
spend $62 million for his primary and gener
al election campaigns, some $6 million less 
than President Reagan spent in 1984. But 
given the adjustments for the Consumer 
Price Index, Mr. Nixon's expenditures 
would have been $153.9 million in 1984 if it 
were not for the campaign limitations and 
public financing already in existence. 

Now the reformer no longer is chaste. 
P ACs continue to be misused and abused to 
unduly influence the outcome of elections. 
Special interests increasingly are buying 
candidates with the not-so-subtle subversion 
of ready cash whenever a candidate needs it. 
The overwhelming percentage of the contri
butions go to incumbents, rather than chal
lengers. 

S. 2, a bill favorably reported out by the 
Senate Rules Committee would put a limit 
on such shenanigans. Some 49 senators cur
rently favor the bill, but when the final vote 
is taken, arms weary from twisting may not 
go up in support of this much-needed con
tinuation along the path of election reform. 

The measure would set spending limits of 
$950,000 to $5.5 million, depending upon size 
of the election district. The limits apply to 
general and primary elections combined. 
Candidates who wanted to accept public fi
nancing contributions from the government 
would have to agree to limit PAC contribu
tions. 

In Senate campaigns, the limit would be 
$190,950 for PAC donations in the smallest 
states to $825,000 in the largest. Under 
these rules, the PAC donations of candi
dates such as Kansas' Robert Dole, the 
Senate minority leader, would have been 
just $190,950 instead of the more than $1 
million in contributions he received from 
PACs. 

Common Cause, the citizen's lobbying 
group that does so effective a job of making 
public the many campaign contribution 
abuses, is leaning hard on Sen. Dole to sup
port the reform legislaltion. As a presiden
tial candidate who may need to raise huge 
amounts of money, the senator obviously 
has some interest in protecting the status 
QUO. 

The influential support of Sen. Dole 
easily would push this much-needed cam
paign reform legislation over the top. Such 
statesmanship is necessary to curtail the 
ever growing abuses of P ACs. 

[From the New York Times, June 19, 1987] 
THE REPUBLICANS' BIG-BUCKS FILIBUSTER 
They don't filibuster in the Senate the 

way they used to in the days when Wayne 
Morse or Sam Ervin would strap on a tube 
and bag called The Motorman's Friend and 
then go out on the floor and orate for 22 
hours without a break. Still, even lacking 
such individual heroics, Senate Republicans 
seem determined to prove their filibustering 
skills. For two weeks, they've blocked a bill 
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that would clean up the present system of 
campaign finance. The filibuster will go on, 
unless some sensible Republicans recognize 
how obstructionist their party looks on this 
issue, and is. 

To run for Congress these days costs 
amazing amounts. In 1976, Senate cam
paigns cost a total of $38 million; in 1986, 
$179 million. One reason for such increases 
is technology. Television costs more than 
handbills, direct mail costs more than door
to-door volunteers. But there's another 
reason: There's more money to be had. 

Some comes from rich candidates. Senator 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan is alarmed by a 
" trend to megacampaigns, vast fortunes 
clashing one with the other." More money 
also comes from the profusion of special in
terest political action committees. With 
more and more money to solicit, the spend
ing war spirals ever upward. 

Conscientious candidates hate the escala
tion. " I do not think a candidate for the 
U.S. Senate should have to sit in a motel 
room in Goldendale, Wash., at 6 in the 
morning and spend three hours on the 
phone talking L.o political action commit-. 
tees," says Senator Brock Adams, a Wash
ington Democrat. The public ought to hate 
the escalation, too. When legislators depend 
so much on contributions, they leave ugly 
questions about their votes on issues affect
ing big contributors. 

The obvious remedy is to enact a lid on 
campaign spending, based on population or 
other local variables. Obvious but impossi
ble; the Supreme Court says Congress can't 
limit spending unless it puts up public funds 
for campaigns. 

Senate Democrats are willing. They can 
muster 53 votes for the Byrd-Boren reform 
bill to limit PAC contributions and create 
public finance for Congressional races, as in 
the Presidential system. That's a majority, 
but it's still seven votes short of the number 
needed to stop the Republican filibuster. 
Some Republicans are concerned, and ought 
to be. The filibuster makes their party look 
baldly obstructionist on How Big Bucks Buy 
Elections. 

There may now be some movement. 
Democrats are willing to cut back sharply 
their public finance proposals if only Re
publicans will accept the principle of total 
campaign spending limits. There's a worthy 
opening here for negotiations that could 
end the filibuster and, much more, bring 
the Big Bucks under control. It's up to the 
Senate Republicans. 

[From Ogden Standard-Examiner, Ogden, 
UT, July 19, 1987] 

TIME To CAP COSTS OF ELECTION RACES IN 
SENATE, HOUSE 

The U.S. Senate is expeeted this week to 
untie the knots that have kept the august 
body hamstrung over an issue that to law
makers is of paramount importance. It's not 
the Iran-Contra scandal or the budget or 
trade strategy, It's money-campaign 
money, to be exact. 

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader 
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re
publican colleagues have been engaged in a 
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting 
on Senate Bill 2, much needed legislation 
that would alter the system of election fi
nance. 

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas
ure that would create voluntary spending 
limits in Senate elections. provide public 
funds for Senate general-election candidates 
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict 
the amounts of money that House and 

Senate candidates may accept from politi
cal-action committees, or PACs. 

In 1988, if the -bill were to pass, general
election limits would range from $950,000 in 
a low population state such as Wyoming to 
nearly $5.5 million in California. 

Senate Republicans don 't necessarily dis
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole 
himself has spoken out about the outra
geous expense of running for public office 
and the undue influence that PACs wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. In 
the past 10 years, PAC contributors to 
Senate candidates have increased from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil
lion to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
finance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans have stymied action 
on Senate Bill 2 because of objections to the 
idea of using government money to run con
gressional campaigns-even though the 
public financing scheme for presidential 
candidates is working well. They argue that 
spending limits in congressional campaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It 
would cut the maximum amount that any 
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it 
would eliminate the spending limit and 
public-financing components of the legisla
tion. 

Campaign reform simply will not happen 
without spending limits. The Supreme 
Court has ruled that there must be some 
form of public benefits in order to establish 
a system of voluntary campaign-spending 
limits. 

The spending limits contained in Senate 
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate 
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections. 
Neither party will be at a disadvantage. 

The average Senate reelection campaign 
now costs $3 million. To amass that much, 
an incumbent it has been estimated must 
raise $10,000 a week 52 weeks a year every 
year of his term to build a campaign kitty. 
And that is obscene. 

Consideration of the new proposal and a 
vote on ending the filibuster on campaign 
reform is due before week's end. A substi
tute to the proposal that has caused the Re
publican heartburn should be acceptable. 

It protects candidates against independent 
expenditures and disclosure of so-called soft 
money funds and responds to the principal 
argument of public financing for Senate 
elections, except where a candidate exceeds 
the limits on established campaign spend
ing. 

Its time for Republicans to bargain. Dole 
and his fellow filibusterers need to step 
aside and give the reform legislation a 
chance to slay the campaign monster. In 
doing so, they would be helping to restore 
the integrity of our representative form of 
government. 

[From Ogden Standard-Examiner, Ogden, 
UT, May 31, 1987] 

DOMINANCE OF PAC'S IN NATIONAL 
ELECTIONS MUST BE REDUCED 

Political action committees are playing an 
increasingly bigger role than ever in nation
al elections. PAC contributions accounted 
for nearly 31 percent of the total 1986 re-

ceipts, compared with nearly 29 percent of 
1984's fund-raising. 

Fourteen senators elected in 1986 raised 
more than $1 million each in political action 
committees contributions for their Senate 
campaigns. That more than doubled the 
number of PAC millionaires in the Senate, 
from 10 to 24 PAC contributions to all 
Senate general election candidates in 1985-
86 totaled $45.7 million. 

The recipients of such largesse are getting 
nervous. They realize that congressional 
campaigns are obscenely expensive, that 
special interest money invariably comes 
with strings attached and that addiction to 
PAC dollars undermines their credibility as 
representatives of the people. 

The high cost of campaigning was a con
tributing factor in former Utah Gov. Scott 
Matheson's announcement last week that 
he would not run for the ·u.s. Senate in 
1988. He said that as a candidate, he would 
have to spend most of his time seeking cam
paign contributions instead of studying and 
speaking out on the important issues of the 
day. Matheson said a spokesman for incum
bent Sen. Orrin Hatch had predicted that 
$10 million would be spent on next year's 
Senate race. 

Whether current office-holders are nerv
ous enough to do something is an open 
question, but recently introduced legislation 
offers them an opportunity to make a con
scious decision not to be beholders to P ACs 
and their vested interests. 

Languishing in the Congress is a bill intro
duced by Senators David Boren, D-Okla., 
and Senate Majority Leader Robert Byrd, 
D-W.Va. that would limit the total amount 
of special interest action committee funds 
candidates for Congress can accept. It would 
further establish for Senate general elec
tions limits on total campaign spending to
gether with a voluntary system of partial 
public financing, besides clamping down on 
PAC contributions and extending the cur
rent system of public financing of presiden
tial elections to the congressional level. 

It has more than 30 co-sponsors. 
The likelihood of the upward spiral of 

campaign costs is not apt to end anytime 
soon without reform such as is embraced in 
the Boren-Byrd bill. 

In 1986, House winners spent an average 
of $347,000 to capture their seats. Senate 
winners average $3 million. Total spending 
on TV ads and other campaign costs, includ
ing primary and general election disburse
ments came to $372 million, up from $321 
million in 1984. Interestingly, Republicans 
outspent the Democrats for Senate races 
and the Demos were the big spenders in the 
House contests. 

Under the Boren bill, a candidate could re
ceive public funds for part of his campaign 
costs if he agreed to a spending limit that 
would vary from state to state. 

The measure also would reduce the size of 
a PAC's maximum contribution from $5,000 
to $3,000 per election and limit total PAC 
gifts to a candidate. Those limits would 
range from $175,000 to $750,000 for Senate 
candidates, depending on a state's popula
tion. 

Reform in PAC giving cannot guarantee 
less-expensive campaigns or campaigns less 
dependent on special interests. The PAC 
system itself was supposed to be a reform 
and special interests groups are wonderfully 
ingenious at finding loopholes. 

Say what you want to about the integrity 
of individual members of Congress or the 
lack of a precise correlation between cam
paign contributions and votes. The potential 
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for abuse is clear. What we have now is a 
mess, an intolerable situation of a bought 
and paid for Congress. 

Cost of running for Congress in 1968 in
creased by 16 percent. The Boren-Byrd 
measure could be a way out to put the skids 
on big bucks buying tickets t o Capitol Hill. 

[From the Orlando Sentinel, Orlando, FL, 
June 15, 19871 

CHANCE To BREAK PAC CHAINS 
On Tuesday the Senate finally can break 

its dependency on campaign contributions 
from the political-action committees of spe
cial interests. It can limit how much money 
P ACs can give a Senate candidate-and 
limit total spending in Senate races. 

The status quo cannot continue. Ten 
years ago no senator had accepted more 
than $1 million in PAC contributions. Now 
two dozen members of that august body 
have accepted that much from special-inter
est groups. 

That simply makes lawmakers too behold
en to bankers, doctors, labor unions and 
other powerful groups, Another way to 
gauge the change: In 1976 PAC contribu
tions in Senate races totaled $5.4 million; 
last year the total was $45 million. 

Last year's winning candidates for the 
Senate spent an average of $3 million; in 
Florida, Democrat Bob Graham spent twice 
that to unseat Sen. Paula Hawkins, who 
spent roughly the same amount. The soar
ing cost threatens to make politics the prov
ince of folks who have personal wealth or 
wealthy pals. Yet these megabuck races, 
rather than airing serious issues more fully , 
revolve around dueling TV spiels. 

So Senate Majority Leader Robert Byrd is 
pushing limits based on each state's popula
tion. In Florida, a Senate candidate could 
spend no more than $2.8 million on the 
General Election, with the federal govern
ment ready to match smaller contributions 
dollar-for-dollar after a candidate raised 
$650,000 in individual contributions of $250 
or less. A candidate uninterested in the 
matching money could ignore the spending 
limit but could accept no more than 
$564,307 from PACs no matter what. 

The plan also limits House candidates to 
$200,000 from PACs in the general election. 
That's plenty. 

It's time for lawmakers to stop quibbling. 
Congressional committees have held hear
ings on PACs nearly every year since 1977. 
There's no perfect plan. Many Republicans, 
for example, complained that a plan shelved 
last week would cost $100 million every two 
years. 

Mr. Byrd's new one would cost less than 
half that. Compared with the hidden cost of 
a Congress hypersensitive to special interest 
agendas, that's a bargain. 

[From Times, Ottawa, IL, June 2, 1987] 
As WE SEE IT: CAMPAIGN SPENDING Is OuT oF 

CONTROL AND CHANGE Is NEEDED 
Money is on the mind of Congress these 

days-money scandals, to be specific. 
Congressional investigators are trying to 

trace the byzantine trail of funds connected 
to the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is 
in the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. But 
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of 
its own as well-a scandal that involves the 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for reelection and the amount 
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief 

among them is Senator Majority Leader 
Robert Bryd, D-W.Va., who complains that 
his colleagues are spending so much time 
trying to raise campaign funds that they 
have no time for Senate business. 

Byrd and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are 
cosponsors of legislation to curb political 
action committees or PACs. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, 
would create a series of voluntary spending 
limits in Senate primary and general elec
tion races. It also would provide public 
funds for general election candidates who 
agrees to abide by those limits. Spending for 
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle 
would be set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would 
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races, depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. 

Though the Republican measure would 
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. 

It is significant to note that spending has 
gone up in each of the last five election 
cycles monitored by the Federal Election 
Commission, that special interest PAC con
tributions to House and Senate candidates 
reached a record of $130 million in the 1986 
election and the 100th Congress is more in
debted to special interests than any Con
gress in the nation's history. 

We also have concerns about putting 
public funds into the campaign treasure 
chest, but the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

[From the Messenger-Inquirer, Owensboro, 
<KY), June 19, 19871 

CAMPAIGN FINANCING REFORM LONG OVERDUE 
The Senate Election Campaign Act will 

not change the way the governor's and lieu
tenant governor's races are financed in Ken
tucky. But U.S. Sen. Wendell Ford of 
Owensboro thinks those races demonstrate 
why it's time for public financing of con
gressional races. He's right on the money. 

Spending for campaigns has gone out of 
control. In just 10 years spending just for 
Senate races has increased five-fold, from 
$38.1 million in 1976 to $178.9 million in 
1986. Keep in mind that only one-third of 
all the Senate terms expire each election. 

The money it takes to get elected is a 
problem in two ways. First, it biases the 
system in favor of wealthy candidates who 
can loan money to their own campaigns. 
And that's where the recent Kentucky pri
mary was an instructive example. Winners 
in both the governor's and lieutenant gover
nor's races for the Democratic primary were 
millionaire businessmen. Gubernatorial can
didates alone spent $12 million on the race. 

Kentucky's other U.S. senator, Republi
can Mitch McConnell, thinks the spending 
is just dandy, a healthy sign of vigorous 
competition. "It represents participation," 
said McConnell. 

Unfortunately, it represents participation 
by special-interest groups, not the public at 
large. The contributions of political action 
committees has grown from $5.4 million in 
1976 to $45.7 million in 1986, according to 
Common Cause. And most of the PAC 

money goes to incumbents, making competi
tion for the office far from equal. 

S . 2 would change that by placing spend
ing limits on campaigns, limiting the use of 
personal wealth, providing partial public fi
nancing and, as a consequence, reduce PAC 
funding by two-thirds. 

Election financing reform is long overdue. 
And you don't have to leave Kentucky to 
see why. 

[From the Berkshire Eagle, Pittsfield, MA, 
June 16, 19871 

THE INCUMBENTS CLUB 
When a women's rights activist was once 

asked what single issue was most important 
to women, her answer was an insightful one: 
campaign-financing reform. This is not only 
because the current system of letting special 
interests pay for such a large share of cam
paign costs means that legislators are be
holden to them and not to the people, but 
the system also makes if difficult for chal
lengers-female or male-to break into the 
old-boy network that is the U.S. Congress. 

In that sense, campaign-financing reform 
is the leading issue not just for women but 
for any number of groups that are con
cerned about Congress's failure to be re
sponsive to their needs. As long as campaign 
bills are picked up to such a great extent by 
business, labor and professional political
action committees, it is their agendas that 
Congress will get to first, not the agendas of 
blacks, the elderly or the uninsured. 

Next to the special interest, the group 
that thrives most under the exiting system 
is incumbent lawmakers. As the New York 
Times pointed out Monday, genuinely com
petitive races for seats in the House of Rep
resentatives are increasingly a thing of the 
past, although the Senate still does get its 
share of well-fought contests. In the House, 
though, a record 98.4 percent of incumbents 
running last November regained their seats. 
Nor did they have to run very hard. In both 
the 1986 and the 1984 elections, less than 
one-eighth of all contests saw the winner 
getting less than 55 percent of the vote-a 
dividing line between a closely fought elec
tion and a cakewalk. 

The campaign-financing system, The 
Time article noted, plays a big part in the 
enormous edge that incumbents have. The 
practice of the special-interest PACs is to 
get on the right side of the likely winner, 
almost regardless of his political views, and 
in most cases that means they steer their 
money toward the person who already has 
the office. Last year, the PACs dished out 
eight times as much money to House incum
bents as to challengers. 

A bill that would substantially limit the 
role of P ACs and introduce a measure of 
public financing of campaigns <as in presi
dential elections) is now before the Senate. 
Although the measure has the support of 
more than a majority of the 100 senators, 
backers have had trouble getting the 60 
votes they need to end a filibuster against it. 

In New England and New York, senators 
who are balking at ending the filibuster in
clude five Republicans: Alphonse D' Amato 
of New York, Lowell Weicker of Connecti
cut, William Cohen of Maine and New 
Hampshire's Gordon Humphrey and 
Warren Rudman. They are standing in the 
way of legislation that could affect the way 
this country is governed far more profound
ly than any new laws likely to come out of 
the Iran-contra hearings. 
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[From the Berkshire Eagle, Pittsfield, MA, 

June 2, 1987] 
LET'S BuY CONGRESS BACK 

If there were any doubt about the poison
ous role that special-interest money plays in 
Congress, let it just be noted that the big
gest-spending lobbying group on Capitol 
Hill last year was a coalition of electric utili
ties and coal companies fighting acid-rain 
legislation. The coalition, by the way, was 
extremely successful, as another year 
passed without a meaningful law requiring 
sharp reductions in the smokestack emis
sions that cause acid rain. 

There is a defense against this kind of 
spending. The Senate's campaign-financing 
reform bill would limit the contributions of 
the special interests' political action com
mittees, put a lid on candidates' expendi
tures and, at the same time, introduce a 
degree of public funding. The measure is 
strongly supported by the citizens' lobbying 
group, Common Cause, and already has the 
backing of about 50 of the Senate's 100 
members. 

This degree of support would seem to 
assure the bill of fairly clear sailing, but 
there is a problem. Because the reform pro
posal is considered such anathema by the 
special interests and their errand-runners in 
the Senate, the latter are virtually certain 
to mount a filibuster against it. To bring 
that to an end requires not just a 51-vote 
majority but a vote of 60 senators for clo
ture. 

Even that number would be achievable if 
senators focused more on the damage that 
the current system of campaign financing 
does to the fabric of this country's democra
cy. In the 1986 election, nearly half of the 
House of Representatives received 50 per
cent or more of their campaign funds from 
PACs. PACs donated a record total of $130 
million to both Senate and House candi
dates in 1986, a six-fold increase over 1976 
when they gave "just" $22 million. 

Proof that P ACs' legalized bribes are mo
tivated less by ideology than by a desire to 
curry favor with incumbents <who are much 
more likely than challengers to win) can be 
found in this statistic compiled by Common 
Cause: In 1986, PACs gave more than $65 
million to House incumbents and just $8 
million to challengers for House seats. 

This is a thoroughly unhealthy situation 
that would best be corrected by switching to 
a system in which private financing would 
play an insignificant role and public funds 
would be the order of the day. Failing that, 
the Senate's bill is the best bet. The most 
important action that chamber takes this 
year will almost certainly be its response
or lack of response-to this legislation. 

[From the Daily News, Port Angeles, W A, 
Feb. 19, 1987] 

PAC-FUNDING OF CONGRESSIONAL CAMPAIGNS 
NEEDS To BE LIMITED 

Now-retired Sen. Barry Goldwater once 
observed that "Unlimited campaign spend
ing eats at the heart of the democratic proc
ess." 

The Arizona Republican tried unsuccess
fully to place limits on that spending last 
year, just before his retirement. Goldwater, 
with Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., co-spon
sored legislation that won a test vote in the 
Senate but never made it to the floor before 
adjournment. 

The effort is still alive. In the lOOth Con
gress, Boren and Senate Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd have introduced a newly draft
ed campaign finance reform measure. 

Byrd's sponsorship dramatically improves 
the chances for passage of campaign spend
ing limits this year. It is the first time in 
more than a decade that the full weight of 
the Senate leadership has been behind a 
campaign reform effort. 

The last time was in 1974, when Congress 
approved spending limits for congressional 
campaigns and presidential candidates. Two 
years later, the Supreme Court invalidated 
the limits in congressional campaigns, 
ruling that overall spending limits could be 
established only as part of a voluntary 
system that includes public financing. 
Public financing was included for presiden
tial candidates. but not for congressional 
candidates. 

Free of limits, spending in congressional 
campaigns has soared. In just 10 years, total 
congressional campaign spending for a gen
eral election candidates has increased 
nearly three times-from $99 million in 1976 
to $289 million in 1986. Raising money has 
become the primary consideration for con
gressional incumbents and challengers alike. 
And the special interests represented by po
litical action committees <PACs> have 
become a primary source of campaign 
money. 

Obviously, these special interests are 
handing out campaign funds with the ex
pectation of special consideration. This 
practice is as old as politics, but the stakes 
have changed dramatically with the advent 
of political action committees. Specifically, 
the stake needed for a political race has 
become prohibitive for most challengers. 
And it has made it virtually impossible for 
most incumbents to turn away special-inter
est dollars. 

The Byrd-Boren bill would establish a vol
untary system that includes public financ
ing and limits the total amount of special
interest political action committee money a 
congressional candidate could accept. The 
reform is sorely needed. 

Goldwater was right. A political system 
that gives overwhelming advantage on the 
basis of fund-raising skills or personal 
wealth threatens the heart of the democrat
ic process. 

[From the Portsmouth <NH) Herald, May 
13, 1987] 

ELECTION REFORM 
The Senatorial Election Campaign Act is 

pending on the Senate floor. We hope it 
passes. 

Should the legislation pass, candidates for 
the Senate in New Hampshire would be lim
ited to PAC <Politial Action Committee) re
ceipts of $190,950. Sen. Gordon Humphrey 
raised a total of $704,864 from P ACS for his 
1984 re-election campaign, according to 
Common Cause/New Hamshire. If the bill 
had been in effect at that time, Humphrey 
would have had to forgo $513,914 in PAC re
ceipts. Sen. Warren Rudman raised only 
$5,000 from PACs during his 1986 re-elec
tion race. 

Rudman, the state's junior senator, has a 
long-standing policy of accepting funds only 
from PAC within the state of New Hamp
shire. 

Ironically, Rudman and Humphrey hold 
important votes in the fight to fend off a fil
libuster threatened when the bill comes to 
the floor. Common Cause/New Hampshire 
has called on the Granite Staters to oppose 
those efforts. 

The legislation limits total PAC funds for 
each Senate candidate and limits total cam
paign expenditures and the use of personal 
wealth in Senate campaigns as part of a par-

tial public finance system. It would estab
lish a system for senatorial campaigns simi
lar to the one that has worked for presiden
tial elections. 

The bill is supported by 49 senators and at 
least one former member of that body, 
Barry Goldwater, R-Ariz. , who says, "Unlim
ited campaign spending eats at the heart of 
the democratic process. . . . Our nation is 
facing a crisis of liberty if we do not control 
campaign expenditures." 

Again, according to Common Cause/New 
Hampshire, present senators received a total 
of $64.3 million in PAC contributions in 
their most recent elections. Under the provi
sions of the pending legislation, these sena
tors would have been limited to $27.2 mil
lion form PACs- less than half the total 
they actually received. 

The bill is supported by 65 national orga
nizations, including the American Associa
tion of Retired Persons, the International 
Association of Chiefs of Police and the Na
tional Farmers Organization. 

Spending in campaigns has long since 
gotten to the point of ridiculousness and we 
favor anything which would reduce the 
amount of money needed to run a competi
tive campaign because it opens the door to 
additional, qualified candidates. 

"The Senate has the opportunity to end 
the national scandal caused by the way our 
congressional campaigns are financed by en
acting this historic reform legislation," 
John Thomas, Common Cause/New Hamp
shire chairman and National Governing 
Board member John Thomas has said. 

With that in mind, we hope Sen. Hum
phrey and Sen. Rudman will help choke off 
a filibuster if it should arise and then sup
port the legislation itself. 

[From the Roseburg <OR) News-Review, 
May 2, 1987] 

CAMPAIGN SPENDING REFORM BADLY NEEDED 
Money is on the mind of Congress these 

days-money scandals, to be specific. Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the byzantine trail of funds connected to 
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in 
the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. But 
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of 
its own as well-a scandal that involves the 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for re-election and the 
amount of time it takes to raise that money. 
Chief among them is Senate Majority 
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who com
plains that his colleagues are spending so 
much time trying to raise campaign funds 
that they have no time for Senate business. 
Byrd and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co
sponsors of legislation to curb political 
action committees <PACs) and limit cam
paign spending. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, 
would create a series of voluntary spending 
limits in Senate primary and general elec
tion races. It also would provide public 
funds for general election candidates who 
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for 
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle 
would be set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would 
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
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$150,000 for House candidates, depending on· 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 
Republican measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include public fi
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
affect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going up in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candidates reaching a record 
$130 million in 1986 election and with the 
100th Congress more indebted to special in· 
terests than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now, 
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but 
he does not have the 60 votes needed to 
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster. 
We hope he will push hard to get the neces
sary votes. 

[From the Red Bluff <CA> Daily News, May 
16, 1987] 

MONEY ON THE MIND 

Money is on the mind of Congress these 
days- money scandals, to be specific. Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the byzantine trail of funds connected to 
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in 
the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street scandal of insider t r ading. But Con
gress is dealing with a money scandal of its 
own as well-a scandal that involves the way 
congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for re-election and the 
amount of time it takes to raise that money. 
Chief among them is Senate Majority 
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who com
plains that his colleagues are spending so 
much time trying to raise campaign funds 
that they have no time for Senate business. 
Byrd and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co
sponsors of legislation to curb political 
action committees <PACs) and limit cam
paign spending. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, 
would create a series of voluntary spending 
limits in Senate primary and general elec
tion races. It also would provide public 
funds for general election candidates who 
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for 
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle 
would be set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from PACs. Initially the ceilings would 
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races, depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 
Republican measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include public fi
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going up in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candidates reaching a record 
$130 million in the 1986 election, and with 
the 100th Congress more indebted to special 
interests than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate any day. As it looks now, Byrd has 
enough votes to pass the bill, but he does 
not have the 60 votes needed to invoke clo
ture if the Republicans filibuster. We hope 
he will push hard to get the necessary votes. 

[From the St. Cloud <MN) Daily Times, 
May 19, 1987] 

SENATORS NEED TO HEAL CAMPAIGN FINANCE 
ILLNESS 

Politicians, like physicians, have trouble 
healing themselves. Most members of the 
U.S. Senate know that something has gone 
terribly wrong with campaign financing, but 
they cannot seem to administer the legisla
tive cure. 

For two weeks now. senators have been 
trying to come to some terms on a bill that 
would limit the amount of contributions 
candidates could accept from political 
action committees <PACs), establish a vol
untary system of spending limits and allow 
partial public financing for Senate candi
dates. The bill would help prevent a practice 
that is becoming a political cancer: the over
whelming influence of PAC contributions in 
congressional campaigns. 

Public debate has been marked by virulent 
anti-PAC rhetoric, but the bill's merits 
should be considered in a reasonably cau
tious light. Following a previous bout of 
campaign contribution reform in the 1970s, 
lobbying groups of all kinds and policies 
began forming separate committees for the 
distribution of their campaign funds. There 
is, in itself, nothing intrinsically wrong with 
such a practice, for PACs are simply a con
gregation of like-minded individuals who 
have the right to support whom they please. 

The trouble begins, however, when the 
cost of election campaigns begins to domi
nate the business of congressional govern
ment, and when PAC contributions begin to 
become the dominant source of congression
al campaign funds. That is exactly what has 
happened, and that is why campaign fi 
nance reform is needed now. In the 1976 
election, successful Senate candidates spent 
an average of $610,000. Last year, winning 
Senate candidates spent an average of $3 
million. During the same decade, the 
amount of PAC contributions to Senate can
didates has increased markedly, from a total 
of $5.4 million in 1976 to $45.7 million in 
1986. 

Senators are loath to make changes when 
it comes to something as personally critical 
as their own election campaigns, and a Re
publican filibuster has further slowed 
progress on the reform bill. But senators are 
scheduled to vote today on a motion to end 
debate and take final action. For the sake of 
their chamber's credibility and the integrity 
of congressional campaigns, senators first 
must end the filibuster, and then end the 
growing reliance of congressional campaigns 
on special-interest contributions. 

[From the St. Louis <MO> Post-Dispatch, 
July 10, 1987] 

LIMIT CAMPAIGN SPENDING 

Somehow, the idea of public financing of 
campaigns is a bitter pill for many to swal
low. Why? They have the mistaken idea 
that so long as campaigns are financed pri
vately, they control who gets their contribu
tions. Dyed-in-the-wool conservatives, for 
example, don't have to worry about taxpay
er money <including their own> going to sup
port some bleeding-heart liberal. 

It's an idea as appealing as it is wrong. 
Under the present system of financing cam
paigns for the U.S. Senate and House, the 
public foots the bill, but instead of control
ling the outlay, it has hardly any say in the 
process. When, for example, utilities donate 
to political action committees set up to help 
elect members of Congress who will be sym
pathetic to their cause, that money does not 
come from thin air. When board members 
of corporations write checks for favored 
candidates, don't think for a moment that 
they personally are going to be so much the 
poorer for having done so. Despite efforts to 
limit corporate influence or to ensure that 
donations to P ACs come from shareholders' 
profits, not cutomers' pockets, the costs of 
expensive campaigns are borne by everyone. 

There's another cost, less calculable but 
even more significant. And that is in the 
quality of the product paid for: the elected 
official. As campaign expenses rise, more 
and more of the legislator's time and energy 
are devoted to fund-raising, and less and less 
to the business of making good laws. As Mis
sourians saw so well in the decision of 
former Sen. Thomas F. Eagleton to retire 
rather than run again under ever-worsening 
conditions, the situation has become so 
severe that good legislators are being driven 
from the field. 

Third, there's the appearance- if not in 
fact the reality-of growing numbers of leg
islators whose actions, including votes, may 
be influenced disproportionately by the 
need to raise funds for coming campaigns 
against potential challengers whose re
sources may exceed their own. 

The Boren-Byrd bill, known as S.2, would 
address these problems. Costs in general 
Senate elections would be limited voluntari
ly. Candidates choosing to exceed those 
limits would trigger public funding for 
qualified opponents who agree to live with
in them, thus reducing candidates' incentive 
to buy ever greater amounts of broadcast 
time. In races where both candidates abide 
by the limits-and where no outside group 
targets either candidate-no public funds 
would be spent. Aggregate limits would be 
set on donations from P ACs, while one of 
the most flagrant circumventions of PAC 
Limits-a practice known as bundling
would become more difficult, S.2 also re
quired disclosure of "soft money" contribu
tions <indirect support from political par
ties, PACs and others). 

S.2 is not a perfect bill, but it goes further 
than anything else yet proposed to relieve 
the burden of soaring campaign costs-a 
burden that falls heavily on senators, chal
lengers, and voters alike. Missourians 
should urge Sens. John Danforth and Chris
topher Bond to support the best solution to 
date to the unacceptably high costs of cam
paigning. 
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[From the St. Louis <MO) Post-Dispatch, 

May 15, 19871 
CURB PAC POWER IN THE SENATE ... 

In the last decade, campaign spending for 
seats in the U.S. Senate increased by nearly 
five times, to the point where in 1986, sena
torial candidates spent $178.9 million on 
their races. The proportion of that sum con
tributed by political action committees has 
multiplied even faster: to $45.7 million from 
$5.4 million. 

If the present system of fund-raising is al
lowed to continue unchecked, the only can
didates able to run will be those who are be
holden to P ACs. The winners, in turn, will 
be those beholden to the wealthiest PACs. 
The result is an unhealthy political imbal
ance in which a politician's sympathies are 
weighted toward the rich and powerful 
rather than the down and out. 

A bill, S. 2, introduced in the Senate by 
David Boren and Robert Byrd, would go far 
toward inhibiting these dangerous tenden
cies. It would allow Senate candidates to 
obtain public financing if they agree to limit 
overall spending and accept a cap on the use 
of their personal funds in the campaign. S. 2 
would also establish a formula for effective
ly limiting PAC contributions to $5,000 per 
PAC per campaign cycle. 

S. 2 has won the support of 47 senators, 
but despite this and the endorsement of a 
wide-based coalition of national organiza
tions, voting on the bill is being held up by a 
filibuster. In a conciliatory gesture, Sens. 
Byrd and Boren have offered to amend the 
bill to reduce the amount of public funds 
spent, and another cloture vote is scheduled 
within a few days. 

The Byrd-Boren bill is vital to putting the 
Senate back on a track attuned to public 
rather than private interests. The electorate 
would be well served by senators voting to 
end the filibuster and then approving S. 2 
without further amendments. 

[From the St. Petersburg <FL) Times, May 
14, 1987] 

Now Is THE TIME 

Now is the time, goes the old typist's exer
cise, for all good men to come to the aid of 
the party. 

Just seven more will do. 
A partisan filibuster is under way against 

the Boren-Byrd campaign reform bill, which 
would pass if the Senate could vote. There 
were 52 votes for cloture last week, more 
than a majority. But it takes 60 to shut off 
debate. Counting an absent supporter, there 
are 53 votes to pass the bill. It will take 
seven more to let democracy work. 

The obstacle is the Senate Republican mi
nority, which voted 44 to 2 against cloture. 
John Chafee of Rhode Island and Robert T. 
Stafford of Vermont remain the only 
Senate Republicans willing to combat the 
corrupting influence of congressional cam
paign spending. The Boren-Byrd bill, which 
they cosponsor, would establish partial 
public financing of Senate campaigns in ex
change for voluntary state-by-state spend
ing limits. It would also set overall limits
none now exist-on what candidates for the 
Senate or the House may accept from politi
cal action committees <PACs). 

Minority Leader Robert Dole, R-Kans. , 
and other opponents had been arguing that 
it would be unprincipled to invest the tax
payers' money in campaigns even though 
that's the only approach by which the Su
preme Court will allow spending ceilings 
and even though Dole himself is asking for 
public funds for his presidential race. Ma
jority Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., called 

the GOP bluff last week. He proposed an 
amendment to cut by half the public fi
nance component. The Republicans rejected 
that, too, confessing that they really don't 
want any spending ceilings at all. 

In so saying, they committed their party 
to an indefensible position. Congressional 
races cost $373-million last year-almost 
four times as much as in 1976-and PACs 
representing special interests gave a third of 
it. Most members scarcely attempt any 
longer to deny that the money obliges them 
to listen first to their big contributors. The 
shakedown of lobbyists has become so con
stant and shameless that lobbyists them
selves have formed an organization to sup
port the Boren-Byrd bill. 

"Money has become the sour milk of 
American politics ... " said a statement by 
the pro-reform lobbyists. "Like you," they 
told Congress, "we spend far too much time 
raising money. And we share your distress 
at being diverted from the public issues of 
the day to the pursuit of endless campaign 
dollars." 

Even as America celebrates the bicenten
nial of the Constitution, the very premise of 
representative democracy is being subverted 
by institutionalized bribery. Dole and 43 
other Republican senators seem to be 
saying that's just fine with them. Their only 
alternative has been to offer amendments 
purporting to restrict PAC money but which 
wouldn't do so at all. 

"Unlimited campaign spending eats at the 
heart of the democratic process . . . " 
former Sen. Barry Goldwater, R-Ariz., has 
said. "Our nation is facing a crisis of liberty 
if we do not control campaign expendi
tures." 

Will Goldwater's warning continue to fall 
on deaf ears among his own Republican ex
colleagues? Or will seven more come for
ward to join Chaffee and Stafford in sup
port of legislation that would resolve the 
crisis? 

Another cloture vote is scheduled this 
week. The integrity of Congress is at stake. 
So are the conscience and reputation of the 
Republican Party. 

[From the St. Petersburg <FL) Times, May 
7, 1987] 

WHAT PRICE HONESTY? 

In a recent letter to constituents, Senate 
Minority Leader Robert Dole, R-Kan., said 
he opposes public financing of senatorial 
campaigns. The next day, he applied for 
public financing for his presidential cam
paign. 

The inconsistency between Dole the sena
tor and Dole the would-be president is one 
of the fascinating things to watch as the 
Senate debates what is possibly the most 
important election reform bill it will see in 
many years. The bill <S. 2) by Majority 
Leader Robert Byrd of West Virginia, Sen. 
David Boren, D-Okla., and a host of cospon
sors, would clean up congressional cam
paigns in three dramatic ways. It would cut 
back substantially on contributions from po
litical action committees <PACs). It would 
stop PACs from evading present limits by 
the so-called "bundling" of checks from in
dividual contributors. Above all, it would 
subsidize much of the cost of general elec
tion campaigns-although in Senate races 
only-for party nominees who agree at the 
outset to limit their total spending to 
amounts determined by the size of their 
states. 

These measures, taken together, compose 
the only practical antidote for the poison
ous influence of big money on congressional 

elections, congressional conduct and public 
confidence in the U.S. government. Since 
1976, when the Supreme Court invalidated 
all campaign spending ceilings that aren't 
tied to a candidate's acceptance of public 
funds, congressional campaign spending has 
soared almost fourfold to $373-million. 
P ACs, each of which represents a special in
terest, gave more than · $130-million last 
year, nearly six times as much as a decade 
before. Most of the PAC money goes to in
cumbents as tribute to their influence or as 
payoffs for their votes, or to buy what a 
Democratic House fund-raiser once shame
lessly described as " acess .. . the opportuni
ty to be heard," a right supposedly guaran
teed free of charge by the First Amend
ment. 

The Byrd-Boren bill has 49 declared, sup
porters, including both Florida senators, but 
only two of them are Republit;ans. Most 
Senate Republicans, heedless of former Sen. 
Barry Goldwater's warning that "unlimited 
campaign spending eats at the heart of the 
democratic process," oppose the bill. In ad
dition to threatening a filibuster, they are 
supporting two alternatives, which purport 
to stand for reform, but they are shams. 
Neither would limit total spending or genu
inely reduce PAC participation. Common 
Cause, the public affairs lobby, has charged 
that one of them, an amendment by Sen. 
Ted Stevens, R-Alaska, would permit PACs 
in some cases to give even more. 

The other Republican proposal, by Sens. 
Robert Packwood of Oregon and Mitch Mc
Connell of Kentucky, would forbid PACs 
from contributing directly to any candidate 
for Congress. But they could contribute in
directly through party campaign commit
tees. It appears they could even earmark 
the money for a specific candidate, which 
would result in no reform at all. The PACs 
could also continue "bundling," the practice 
of collecting checks from PAC members 
made out to a specific candidate in order to 
evade the $10,000 per candidate limit on the 
PAC itself. 

Packwood's indulgence for "bundling" is 
understandable in view of his 1986 cam
paign, in which he raised $986,517 from 
PACs and another $215,000 in bundled 
checks from a PAC representing insurance 
interests. The Byrd-Boren bill, had it been 
in effect last year, would have allowed him 
to take only $223,000 from PACs and noth
ing by way of bundling. 

The Republicans say it's wrong to ask the 
public to pay for political campaigns-but 
how is it any more wrong than public sup
port for presidential campaigns, which are 
no longer dominated by special interests? 
Dole objects that partial public financing 
for congressional races would "alter the 
very foundation of our American political 
system." Yes, indeed. It would turn a cor
rupt system into an honest one. 

According to the Citizens' Research Foun
dation at the University of Southern Cali
fornia, the taxpayers would pay a maximum 
of $87.6-million in 1988 and $69.3-million in 
1990 if all Senate nominees participated. 
PACs could contribute no more than $21.5-
million next year, barely half as much as 
they gave in 1986. Total spending-assum
ing full participation in the public finance 
plan-would be held to just above this year's 
level, and less in the next three elections. In 
the House, where 323 candidates received 
more than $100,000 each from PACs last 
year and 51 topped $300,000 apiece, a flat 
limit of $100,000 per candidate from all 
P ACs would apply. 

"How can you govern a nation," lamented 
the late Charles de Gaulle, "that has 246 
different kinds of cheese?" Lucky he was 
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that he didn't have to try his hand at one 
that has 4,157 political action committees. 
America needs a Congress that isn't obliged 
to answer their telephone calls first, and if 
it takes $87-million in public subsidies to 
insure an honest Senate, no greater bargain 
could be had. 

[From the Salem <NJ) Today's Sunbeam, 
July 2, 1987] 

LET'S REDUCE PAC POWER 
One of the top priorities of Congress 

should be the reform of campaign financing, 
which has become a disgrace through its 
overdependence on political action commit
tees. A bill being debated in the U.S. Senate 
would impose limits on the total contribu
tions allowed from P ACs and provide for 
public financing of Senate campaigns. 

The merits of this legislation are so appar
ent that it has 44 sponsors. But a small 
group of senators has promised to filibuster 
the bill into oblivion. Senate Majority 
Leader Robert Byrd is leading the effort to 
stop the talkathons with a petition to limit 
debate on the issue. 

Senator Lloyd Bentsen of Texas, who 
scrapped his $10,000-a-head, fat-cat break
fasts under public pressure early this year, 
is having trouble supporting the public-fi
nancing aspects of the legislation. 

The estimated $50 million annual cost of 
public financing for Senate races would be 
paid for with a voluntary $1 tax checkoff. 
An overwhelming majority of taxpayers al
ready have volunteered to pay the $1 per 
year for presidential campaigns. 

The current process is far more expensive 
in terms of valuable time allotted by mem
bers of Congress to raising large contribu
tions from sepecial-interest groups, the bad 
legislation passed at the behest of those 
groups and the hidden costs those special 
interests pass on to taxpayers in the form of 
industry tax breaks and consumer charges. 
Ultimately, every taxpayer and voter pays 
for those PAC gifts. 

Those who oppose the reform measure 
should realize they are siding with what 
Common Cause President Fred Wertheimer 
calls "a fundamentally corrupt campaign fi
nance system." 

Each senstor's stand on this issue reflects 
his concern about the continuing loss of tax
payer influence in the fact of growing PAC 
power. Voters should remember where each 
senator stood on this issue at election time. 

[From the San Diego <CA> Tribune, June 
26, 1987) 

TIME TO SLAY CAMPAIGN MONSTER 
The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over 

an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount 
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal 
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money
campaign money, to be exact. Since early 
this month, Senate Minority Leader Robert 
Dole, R-Kansas, and most of his Republican 
colleagues have been engaged in a filibuster 
to prevent the Senate from acting on Senate 
Bill 2, much-Needed legislation that would 
alter the system of election finance. 

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas
ure that would create voluntary spending 
limits in Senate elections, provide public 
funds for Senate general-election candidates 
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict 
the amount of money that House and 
Senate candidates may accept from politi
cal-action committees <PACs) in 1988, if the 
bill were to pass, general-election limits 
would range from $950,000 in a low-popula
tion state such as Wyoming to nearly $5.5 
million in California. 

Senate Republicans don 't 'necessarily dis
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole 
himself has spoken out about the outra
geous expense of running for pubic office 
and the undue influence that PACs wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. In 
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to 
Senate candidates have increased from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil
lion to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
finance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans object to the idea of 
using government money to run congres
sional campaigns-even though the public 
financing scheme for presidential candi
dates is working well. They argue that 
spending limits in congressional eampaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It 
would cut the maximum amount that any 
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it 
would eliminate the spending limit and 
public-financing components of the legisla
tion. 

Campaign reform simply will not happen 
without spending limits. The Supreme 
Court has ruled that there must be some 
from of public benefits in order to establish 
a system of voluntary campaign-spending 
limits. 

The spending limits contained in Senate 
Bill 2 are reasonable and \'oluntary, as re
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate 
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections. 
Neither party will be at a disadvantage. 

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to 
step aside and give the reform legislation a 
chance to slay the campaign moster. In 
doing so, they would be helping restore the 
integrity of our representative form of gov
ernment. 

[From the San Diego <CA) Tribune, May 26, 
1987) 

CONGRESS PONDERS ITS OWN "FILTHY LUCRE" 
Money is on the mind of Congress these 

days-money scandals, to be specific. 
Congressional investigators are trying to 

trace the byzantine trail of funds connected 
to the Iran-Contra affairs, and legislation is 
in the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. 

But Congress is dealing with a money 
scandal of its own as well-a scandal that in
volves the way congressional elections are 
financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for re-election and the amount 
of time it takes to raise that money. 

Chief among them is Senate Majority 
Leader Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who com
plains that his colleagues are spending so 
much time trying to raise campaign funds 
that they have no time for Senate business. 

Byrd and Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are 
co-sponsors of legislation to curb political 
action committees <PACs) and limit cam
paign spending. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill2, would 
create a series of voluntary spending limits in 
Senate primary and general election races. It 
also would provide public funds for general 
election candidates who agree to abide by 
those limits. Spending for Senate races in the 

1987-88 election cycle would be set at about 
$181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would 
range from $1909,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races, depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 
Republican measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include public fi
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
affect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. 

With spending going up in each of the last 
five election cycles monitored by the Feder
al Election Commission <FEC), with special
interest PAC contributions to House and 
Senate candidates reaching a record $130 
million in the 1986 election and with the 
100th Congress more indebted to special in
terests than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate sometime next month. As it looks 
now, Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, 
but he does not have the 60 votes needed to 
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster. 
We hope he will push hard to get the neces
sary votes. 

[From the Sanford <FL) Evening Herald, 
July 6, 1987] 

CHANCE TO SLAY CAMPAIGN BEAST 
The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over 

an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount 
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal 
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money
campaign money, to be exact. 

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader 
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of ·his Re
publican colleagues have been engaged in a 
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting 
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation 
that would alter the system of election fi
nance. 

At issue is a Democrat ic-sponsored meas
ure that would create voluntary spending 
limits in Senate elections, provided public 
funds for Senate general-election candidates 
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict 
the amount of money that House and 
Senate candidates may accept from politi
cal-action committees, or PACs. 

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general
election limits would range from $950,000 in 
a low-population state such as Wyoming to 
nearly $5.5 million in California. 

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole 
himself has spoken out about the outra
geous expense of running for public office 
and the undue influence that P ACs wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. In 
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to 
Senate candidates have increased from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil
lion to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
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created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
finance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans object to the idea of 
using government money to run congres
sional campaigns-even though the public 
financing scheme for presidential candi
dates is working well . They argue that 
spending limits in congressional campaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It 
would cut the maximum amount that any 
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it 
would eliminate the spending limit and 
public-financing components of the legisla
tion. 

Campaign reform simply will not happen 
without spending limits. The Supreme 
Court has ruled that there must be some 
form of public beneifts in order to establish 
a system of voluntary campaign-spending 
limits. 

The spending limits contained in Senate 
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate bill 
2 will provide for competitive elections. Nei
ther party will be at a disadvantage. 

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to 
step aside and give the reform legislation a 
chance to slay the campaign monster. In 
doing so, they would be helping restore the 
integrity of our representative form of gov
ernment. 

[From the Sanford <FL) Evening Herald, 
June 4, 19871 

CONGRESS MULLS ITS "FILTHY LUCRE" 
Money is on the mind of Congress these 

days-money scandals, to be specific. Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the byzantine trail of funds connected to 
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in 
the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. But 
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of 
its own as well--a scandal that involves the 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for reelection and the amount 
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief 
among them is Senate Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that 
his colleagues are spending so much time 
trying to raise campaign funds that they 
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and 
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-sponsors 
of legislation to curb political action com
mittees <PACs) and limit campaign 
spending.l21As approved by the Senate 
Rules Committee, the Byrd-Boren bill, 
Senate Bill 2, would create a series of volun
tary spending limits in Senate primary and 
general election races. It also would provide 
public funds for general election candidates 
who agree to abide by those limits. Spend
ing for Senate races in the 1987-88 election 
cycle would be set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from P ACs. Initially, the ceilings would 
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races, depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of them 
who view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster , and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 

Republican measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include public fi 
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
affect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going up in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candidates reaching a record 
$130 million in the 1986 election and with 
the 100th Congress more indebted to special 
interests than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now, 
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but 
he does not have the 60 votes needed to 
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster. 
We hope he will push hard to get the neces
sary votes. 

[From the San Jose <CA) Mercury News, 
June 26, 1987] 

DOLE'S DELAY-SENATE REPUBLICANS MUST 
END THE FILIBUSTER ON CAMPAIGN FINANCE 
REFORM 
Just as the California election system is 

corrupt, so is the congressional system. Elec
tions have been taken over by special inter
ests and big money. The time is ripe for 
remedies. 

In California, the Assembly should pass 
the Lockyer bill and the governor should 
sign it. Next year, Californians will have a 
chance to approve the ballot initiative that 
limits campaign contributions, sets volun
tary spending limits and provides for public 
funding in elections for the state Legisla
ture. 

A bill similar to the Lockyer bill is under 
debate in the U.S. Senate, and is supported 
by a clear majority. So far, however, S- 2 has 
been held up by a filibuster lead by minori
ty leader Bob Dole, R-Kan. Two weeks ago, 
52 senators voted to end the filibuster, eight 
short of the 60 required for cloture. 

Dole's tactics, intended to turn campaign 
financing reform into a partisan issue, are 
bad for his party and bad for the nation. 
The current Senate bill is an intelligent and 
fair one, which would do for Congressional 
elections what has already been done for 
presidential ones- provide a sane cap for 
spending. 

The two Republican senators who sup
ported cloture, John Chafee of Rhode 
Island and Robert Stafford of Vermont, 
have defied the party but served the nation. 
We wish we could say the same of Pete 
Wilson. 

The Republicans' outdated view seems to 
be that since they are the party of money, 
why support a bill that limits campaign 
spending? The bill can only help the Demo
crats. 

False. As President Reagan's two landslide 
victories show, spending limits and public fi
nancing have not hurt Republicans in the 
presidential race at all. 

The same regulations that have brought 
spending for presidential elections under 
control should be extended t o Congress. 

Election figures leave no doubt about the 
wisdom of campaign financing reform. In 
1972, before spending limits, President 
Nixon spent $62 million to win the race. In 
1984, with limits, President Reagan spent 
$68 million to win, a huge decrease with in
flation factored in. 

Since 1977, when Senate Republicans first 
filibustered against reform, the average cost 

of winning a Senate seat has gone from 
$600,000 to over $3 million. 

At the current rate of increase, it will cost 
$15 million to run for the Senate sometime 
in the 1990s, money largely spent by politi
cal action committees and interest groups to 
purchase influence. 

Campaign reform's time has come. It has 
worked for the presidency, is working in 
those states that are using it and is support
ed in the polls. For a handful of Republi
cans to stand in the way of it is short-sight
ed, parochial politics, doomed sooner or 
later to fail. 

[From the Scranton <PA) Times, June 10, 
1987] 

TAKE THE DOLLAR OUT OF SENATE-TIME FOR 
PAC REFORM 

A dark joke in the campaign fund-raising 
business is that contributors get good access 
to victorious candidates while those who do 
not contribute merely get good government. 

It is a message that political action com
mittees take seriously and one which threat
ens our democratic tradition as PAC contri
butions continue to play a larger role in sen
atorial elections. 

PAC contributions to senate candidates 
totaled $45.7 million in 1986 and 24 candi
dates who received more than $1 million 
each in PAC funds were elected. 

Overall campaign spending has skyrocket
ed, rising from $38.1 million in 1976 to 178.9 
million in 1986. 

PACs support incumbents over challeng
ers at a ratio of about $6 to $1, making it 
virtually impossible for many otherwise 
viable candidates to compete in high-priced 
races. 

This month, the full Senate will consider 
a reform bill introduced by Sen. David 
Boren (D., OK) and Majority Leader Robert 
Byrd <D. WV). 

Based largely on the presidential public fi
nancing system, Senate Bill 2 would place a 
cap on the amount of PAC financing a sena
torial candidate could accept and limit the 
amounts that could be spent on a campaign. 

It also would provide public financing to 
qualified candidates just as presidential can
didates receive public funds for their cam
paigns. The estimated cost to the federal 
treasury would be about $50 million each 
year. 

Opponents of the measure contend that 
taxpayer dollars should not be used for cam
paign funding. 

But $50 million per year is a small sum for 
a large investment in democracy, that could 
go a long way toward limiting the strength 
of well-financed special-interest groups and 
restoring basic fairness to the federal elec
tion process. 

'[From the Sioux <IA) Journal, July 4, 1987] 
CAMPAIGN REFORM NEEDED 

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over 
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount 
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal 
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money
campaign money, to be exact. 

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader 
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re
publican colleagues have been engaged in a 
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting 
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation 
that would alter the system of election fi
nance. 

At issue is a measure that would create 
voluntary spending limits in Senate elec
tions, provide public funds for Senate gener
al-election candidates agreeing to abide by 
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the limits and restrict the amount of money 
that House and Senate candidates may 
accept from political-action committees, or 
PACs. 

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general
election limits would range from $950,000 in 
a low-population state such as Wyoming to 
nearly $5.5 million in California. 

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole 
himself has spoken out about the outra
geous expense of running for public office 
and the undue influence that PACs wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. In 
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to 
Senate candidates have increased from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections have increased from $38 
million to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
finance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans object to the idea of 
using government money to run congres
sional campaigns-even though the public 
financing scheme for presidential candi
dates is working well. They argue that 
spending limits in congressional campaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise. It would cut the maximum amount 
that any single PAC can give to a candidate, 
but it would eliminate the sending limit and 
public-financing components of the legisla
tion. 

Campaign reform simply will not happen 
without spending limits. The Supreme 
Court has ruled that there must be some 
form of public benefits in order to establish 
a system of voluntary campaign-spending 
limits. 

The spending limits contained in Senate 
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate 
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections. 
Neither party will be at a disadvantage. 

[From the Statesville <NC) Record & 
Landmark, June 10, 1987] 

IN OUR OPINION-OWN "FILTHY LUCRE" 
Money is on the mind of Congress these 

days-money Scandals, to be specific. Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the byzantine trail of funds connected to 
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in 
the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. But 
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of 
its own as well-a scandal that involves the 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for re-election and the amount 
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief 
among them is Senate Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that 
his colleagues are spending so much time 
trying to raise campaign funds that they 
have no time for Senate business. Byrd and 
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are co-sponsors 
of legislation to curb political action com
mittees (PACs) and limit campaign 
spending. - -

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, would 
create a series of voluntary spending limits in 
Senate primary and general election races. It 
also would provide public funds for general 
election candidates who agree to abide by 
those limits. Spending for Senate races in the 

1987-88 election cycle would be set at about 
$181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would 
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races, depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 
view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 
Republicans measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include public fi
nancing or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
effect the status quo only slightly, it's reas
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going up in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candidates reaching a record 
$130 million in the 1986 election and with 
the 100th Congress more indebted to special 
interest than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now, 
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but 
he does not have the 60 votes needed to 
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster. 
We hope he will push hard to get the neces
sary votes. 

[From the Sturgis <KY) News, June 3, 1987] 
CONGRESS PONDERS FILTHY LUCRE 

Money is on the mind of Congress these 
days-money scandals, to be specific. Con
gressional investigators are trying to trace 
the byzantine trail of funds connected to 
the Iran-Contra affair, and legislation is in 
the works that would deal with the Wall 
Street money scandal of insider trading. But 
Congress is dealing with a money scandal of 
its own as well-a scandal that involves the 
way congressional elections are financed. 

A growing number of lawmakers are ex
pressing dismay at the amount of money re
quired to run for reelection and the amount 
of time it takes to raise that money. Chief 
among them is Senate Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., who complains that 
his colleagues are spending so much time 
trying to raise campaign funds that they 
have no time for Senate business Byrd and 
Sen. David Boren, D-Okla., are cosponsors 
of legislation to curb political action com
mittees <PACs) and limit campaign spend
ing. 

As approved by the Senate Rules Commit
tee, the Byrd-Boren bill, Senate Bill 2, 
would create a series of voluntary spending 
limits in Senate primary and general elec
tion races. It also would provide public 
funds for general election candidates who 
agree to abide by those limits. Spending for 
Senate races in the 1987-88 election cycle 
would be set at about $181 million. 

The bill also would limit the amount 
House and Senate candidates may accept 
from PACs. Initially, the ceilings would 
range from $190,950 to $825,000 in Senate 
races, depending on the population of the 
state involved, and from $100,000 to 
$150,000 for House candidates, depending on 
the number of contested elections faced. 

The Byrd-Boren proposal faces heavy op
position from Republicans, many of whom 

view public financing of campaigns as 
anathema. They have threatened to kill the 
bill by filibuster, and they are rumored to 
be working on an alternative measure. The 
Republican measure would limit PAC con
tributions but would not include financing 
or spending limits. 

Though the Republican measure would 
effect the status quo only slightly, it's rea
suring that they at least recognize change is 
needed. With spending going up in each of 
the last five election cycles monitored by 
the Federal Election Commission, with spe
cial-interest PAC contributions to House 
and Senate candidates reaching a record 
$130 million in the 1986 election and with 
the 100th Congress more indebted to special 
interests than any Congress in the nation's 
history, the need for significant change is 
urgent. 

Senate Bill 2 will reach the floor of the 
Senate sometime in June. As it looks now, 
Byrd has enough votes to pass the bill, but 
he does not have the 60 votes needed to 
invoke cloture if the Republicans filibuster. 
We hope he will push hard to get the neces
sary votes. 

[From the Tallahassee (FL) Democrat, June 
16, 1987] 

PAC LIMITS-BYRD-BOREN BILL HAS MERIT 

Money and politics do not mix well. When 
they do mix, all too often democracy suffers. 
Are we so impoverished, are we so narrow in 
our vision, that we cannot see that a dollar 
for democracy is an investment that will 
protect the future of that democracy?-U.S. 
Senate Majority Leader Robert Byrd. 

So far, not enough U.S. senators have 
been able to see the value of that invest
ment in democracy. Last week, an attempt 
to end a filibuster blocking action on a cam
paign reform bill introduced by Byrd and 
David Boren, D-Okla., fell eight votes short 
of the required 60. "I have every confidence 
that we will find a way to create that major
ity of 60 votes in due time," Byrd declared. 

Another vote is expected this week. Wish 
Byrd luck. Political Action Committees, or 
PACs, are taking over federal elections, and 
they are not moving slowly. One thing that 
makes it so difficult to get those 60 votes is 
the fact that incumbents are most often fa
vored by the special interest committees. 
Today's 100 sitting senators got $64.4 mil
lion from PACs .during their most-recent 
elections. 

Had the Byrd-Boren bill been law when 
the ran, that figure would have been 
slashed by 58 percent, to $27.3 million. A 
study by · citizen lobby Common Cause 
showed that the 34 senators elected in 1986 
got an average of $852,043 in PAC contribu
tions; the reform bill would have cut that to 
$299,642-a drop of $552,401 per senator. 

Florida Sen. Bob Graham would have had 
his $890,338 in PAC money trimmed by 
$326,031. The state's senior senator, Lawton 
Chiles, took no PAC money when he last 
ran in 1982. Both senatbrs are sponsors of 
the reform legislation. 

Senate PAC contribution limits would 
vary according to the voting-age population 
of each state and also would be tied to 
changes in the Consumer Price Index. Flor
ida's current limit would be $564,307. House 
candidates could take up to $100,000. 

In addition to capping PAC contributions, 
the Byrd-Boren bill would set up a volun
tary system of partial public financing cou
pled with spending limits. Candidates who 
wanted to avoid the spending limit and 
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forgo to public matching funds would be 
free to do so. 

There is no justification for a minority of 
senators to continue to stifle debate on this 
important piece of legislation. The filibuster 
should end and discussion of the merits of 
the bill begin. 

It's time for the nation to make that small 
investment in democracy. 

[From the Temple <TX) Daily Telegram, 
July 9, 1987] 

SLAY THE MONSTER 
The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over 

an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount 
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandd 
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money
campaign money, to be exact. 

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader 
Robert Dole, R-Kan., and most of his Re
publican colleagues have been engaged in a 
filibuster to prevent the Senate from acting 
on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation 
that would alter the system of election fi
nance. 

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas
ure that would create voluntary spending 
limits in Senate elections, provide public 
funds for Senate general-election candidates 
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict 
the amount of money that House and 
Senate candidates may accept from politi
cal-action committees, or PAC's. 

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general
election limits would range from $950,000 in 
a low-population state such as Wyoming to 
nearly $5.5 million in California. 

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole 
himself has spoken out about the outra
geous expense of running for public office 
and the undue influence that PAC's wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. In 
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to 
Senate candidates have increased from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil
lion to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
finance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans object to the idea of 
using government money to run congres
sional campaigns-even though the public 
financing scheme for presidential candi
dates is working well. They argue that 
spending limits in congressional campaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It 
would cut the maximum amount that any 
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it 
would eliminate the spending limit and 
public-financing components of the legisla
tion. 

Campaign reform simply will not happen 
without spending limits. The Supreme 
Court has ruled that there must be some 
form of public benefits in order to establish 
a system of voluntary campaign-spending 
limits. 

The spending limits contained in Senate 
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate 
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections. 
Neither party will be at a disadvantage. 

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to 
step aside and give the reform legislation a 
chance to slay the campaign monster. In 
doing so, they would be helping restore the 

integrity of our representative form of gov
ernment. 

[From the Torrington <CT) Register 
Citizen, June 17, 1987] 
THE INCUMBENTS CLUB 

When a women's rights activist was once 
asked what single issue was most important 
in women, her answer was an insightful one: 
campaign-financing reform. This is not only 
because the current system of letting special 
interests pay for such a large share of cam
paign costs means that legislators are be
holden to them and not to the people, but 
the system also makes it difficult for chal
lengers-female or male-to break into the 
old-boy network that is the U.S. Congress. 

In that sense, campaign-financing reform 
is the leading issue not just for women but 
for any number of groups that are con
cerned about Congress's failure to be re
sponsive to their needs. As long as campaign 
bills are picked up to such a great extent by 
business, labor and professional political
action committees, it is their agendas, that 
Congress will get to first, not the agendas of 
blacks, the elderly, or the uninsured. 

Next to the special interests, the group 
that thrives most under the existing system 
is incumbent lawmakers. As The New York 
Times pointed out Monday, genuinely com
petitive races for seats in the House of Rep
resentatives are increasingly a thing of the 
past, although the Senate still does get its 
share of well-fought contests. In the House, 
though, a record 98.4 percent of incumbents 
running last November regained their seats. 
Nor did they have to run very hard. In both 
the 1986 and the 1984 elections, less than 
one-eighth of all contests saw the winner 
getting less than 55 percent of the vote-a 
dividing line between a closely fought elec
tion and a cakewalk. 

The campaign-financing system, The 
Times article noted, plays a big part in the 
enormous edge that incumbents have. The 
practice of the special-interest PACs is to 
get on the right side of the likely winner, 
almost regardless of his political views, and 
in most cases that means they steer their 
money toward the person who already has 
the office. Last year, the PACs dished out 
eight tiqes as much money to House incum
bents as to challengers. 

A bill that would substantia.lly limit the 
role of P ACs and introduce a measure of 
public financing of campaigns (as in presi
dential elections) is now before the Senate. 
Although the measure has the support of 
more than a majority of the 100 senators, 
backers have had trouble getting the 60 
votes they need to end a filibuster against it. 

In New England and New York, senators 
who are balking at ending the filibuster in
clude five Republicans: Lowell Weicker of 
Connecticut, Alphonse D'Amato of New 
York, William Cohen of Maine and New 
Hampshire's Gordon Humphrey and 
Warren Rudman. They are standing in the 
way of legislation that could affect the way 
this country is governed far more profound
ly than any new laws likely to comeout of 
the Iran-contra hearings. 

[From the Torrington <CT) Register 
Citizen, June 5, 1987] 

LET'S BUY CONGRESS BACK 
If there were any doubt about the poison

ous role that special-interest money plays in 
Congress, let it just be noted that the big
gest-spending lobbying group on Capitol 
Hill last year was a coalition of electric utili
ties and coal companies fighting acid-rain 

legislation. The coalition, by the way, was 
extremely successful, as another year 
passed without a meaningful law requiring 
sharp reductions in the smokestack emis
sions that cause acid rain. 

There is a defense against this kind of 
spending. The Senate's campaign-financing 
reform bill would limit the contributions of 
the special interst's political action commit
tees, put a lid on candidates' expenditures 
and, at the same time, introduce a degree of 
public funding. The measure is strongly sup
ported by the citizens' lobbying group. 
Common Cause, and already has the back
ing of about 50 of the Senate's 100 mem
bers. 

This degree of support would seem to 
assure the bill of fairly clear sailing, but 
there is a problem. Because the reform pro
posal is considered such anathema by the 
special interests and their errand-runners in 
the Senate, the latter are virtually certain 
to mount a filibuster against it. To bring 
that to an end requires not just a 51-vote 
majority but a vote of 60 senators for clo
ture. 

Even that number would be achievable if 
senators focused more on the damage that 
the current system of campaign financing 
does to the fabric of this country's cemocra
cy. In the 1986 election, nearly half of the 
House of Representatives received 50 per
cent or more of their campaign funds from 
PACs. PACs donated a record total of $130 
million to both Senate and House candi
dates in 1986, a six-fold increase over 1976 
when they gave "just" $22 million. 

Proof that PACs legalized bribes are moti
vated less by ideology than by a desire to 
curry favor with incumbents <who are much 
more likely than challengers to win) can be 
found in this statistic compiled by Common 
Cause: In 1986, PACs gave more than $65 
million to House incumbents and just $8 
million to challengers for House seats. 

This is a thoroughly unhealthy situation 
that would best be corrected by switching to 
a system in which private financing would 
play an insignificant role and public funds 
would be the order of the day. Failing that, 
the Senate's bill is the best bet. The most 
important action that chamber takes this 
year will almost certainly be its response
or lack of response-to this legislation. 

[From the Towanda <PA) Daily Review, 
June 17, 1987] 

PAC's BENEFIT INCUMBENTS Too OFTEN 
A dark joke iii the campaign fund-raising 

business is that contributors get good access 
to victorious candidates merely get good 
government. 

It is a message that political action com
mittees take seriously and one which threat
ens our democratic tradition as PAC contri
butions continue to play a larger role in sen
atorial elections. 

PAC contributions to senate candidates 
totaled $45.7 million in 1986 and 24 candi
dates who received more than $1 million 
each in PAC funds were elected. 

Overal campaign spending has skyrocket
ed, rising from $38.1 million in 1976 to 
$178.9 million in 1986. 

PACs support incumbents over challeng
ers at a ratio of about $6 to 1, making it vir
tually impossible for many otherwise viable 
candidates to compete in high-priced races. 

This month, the full Senate will consider 
a reform bill introduced by Sen. David 
Boren <D. OK.,) and Majority Leader 
Robert Byrd <D. WV). 
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Based largely on the presidential public fi

nancing system. Senate Bill 2 would place a 
cap on the amount of PAC financing a sena
torial candidate could accept and limit the 
amounts that could be spent on a campaign. 

It also would provide public financing to 
qualified candidates, just as presidential 
candidates receive public funds for their 
campaigns. The estimated cost to the feder
al treasury would be about $50 million each 
year. 

Opponents of the measure contend that 
taxpayer dollars should not be used for cam
paign funding. 

But $50 million per year is a small sum for 
a large investment in democracy, that could 
go a long way toward limiting the strength 
of well-financed special-interest groups and 
restoring basic fairness to the federal elec
tion process. 

[From the Tucson <AZ> Citizen, June 27, 
19871 

WHEN PAC'S TALK, CONGRESS LISTENS 
Congress has an expensive habit. It's 

called re-election, and to feed it senators 
need $12,000 a day, House members $1,200. 

With weekends off and two weeks of vaca
tion, that's how much must be raised each 
day to pay the $3 million average cost of a 
Senate campaign, or $300,000 for a House 
seat. 

And when Congress needs a fix, it turns to 
P ACs. Freshman Sen. Harry Reid, D-Nev., 
recently told syndicated columnist David 
Broder he was astonished to discover it took 
70 to 80 percent of his time just to raise 
campaign contributions. 

Sen. Brock Adams, D-Wash., puts it this 
way: "I never imagined how much of my 
personal time-at least 50 percent-would be 
spent on fund-raising. Most of the time I 
was not talking to constituents about contri
butions; I was talking to professionals who 
control P ACs, and lobbyists who were far re
moved from the voters of Washington state. 
I was campaigning for money, not cam
paigning for votes." 

Assume for a minute that all those PAC 
contributions don't buy votes. Suspend dis
belief and imagine that PAC-paid junkets to 
luxury resorts did not sway key members of 
the tax-writing committee just before they 
installed lucrative "transition" loopholes for 
their generous hosts (below). 

Still, says Adams, the fear of cold-turkey 
PAC withdrawal makes Congress shiver. 

"Beyond the illusion of 'vote selling' is the 
reality that Congress is not making the 
tough decisions that it should make," 
Adams wrote in a recent Washington Post 
column. "Too often we seek the easy 
answer, the compromise that will offend the 
least number of contributors. We hate to 
offend because we know that incumbents 
can collect money from all sides of an issue 
if only they hedge." 

Campaign finance reform is desperately 
needed. Because the Supreme Court has 
ruled that campaign spending can't be limit
ed without something in return, public fi
nancing must be an element. That's no 
excuse to bankroll campaigns with tax dol
lars. Simply use public financing to even the 
odds if one candidate obeys limits and his 
opponent does not. 

Such public-paid "methadone treatment" 
won't be cheap, but it might help cure Con
gress of its costly addiction to P ACs. 

[From the Tupelo <MS> Northeast 
Mississippi Daily Journal, June 16, 19871 

ELECTION REFORM-LOWERING THE COST 
A vote is scheduled at 4 p.m. today to stop 

a filibuster against election reforms pro
posed in Senate Bill 2. It's time to stop the 
talk and get on with the business of control
ling the skyrocketing costs of congressional 
campaigns, particularly in the Senate. 

The bill's lead sponsor is Mississippi Sen. 
John Stennis. Stennis, the president pro 
tern, has put his clout and integrity on the 
line for campaign expense reform. Still, the 
battle to get the necessary 60 votes is uphill. 

Senate Bill 2 has been incorrectly charac
terized as a partisan bill. It is not. Campaign 
expense reform is a bipartisan issue that 
pits the power and influence of individual 
votes and small contributors against the 
clout of special interest dollars. 

Stennis correctly has labeled the cost of 
campaigns and the dramatically increased 
influence of political action committees as a 
threat to the integrity of the Senate. 

The financial facts of senatorial cam
paigns during the past 10 years support the 
concerns of Stennis and many other sena
tors: 

Senate general election campaigns cost 
$38.1 million in 1976; 

Political action committees, the money of 
special interests, contributed $27 million to 
Senate general election candidates in 1984; 
PAC contributions jumped to $45 million in 
1986; 

The average cost of winning a senatorial 
campaign was $3 million in 1986; in Califor
nia the winner spent $11 million. 

Congressional politics, particularly in the 
Senate, is becoming a possibility only for 
people with significant personal wealth or 
access to the riches of P ACs. 

That's not the way American democracy is 
supposed to work. 

Bitter political battles have been fought 
to equalize the influence of every elector's 
vote. The power of special-interest money 
now threatens to diminish the influence of 
a single vote and discourage small contribu
tions to political campaigns. 

Senate Bill 2 would enact three restric
tions that could restore balance and sanity 
to campaign expenditures: 

Senate races would receive par(ial public 
financing; 

Limits would be placed on PAC contribu
tions; 

Voluntary limits would be placed on total 
campaign expenditures. 

The House and Senate were not meant to 
be delegations representing wealth and spe
cial interests. 

Senate Bill 2 could reverse the trend 
toward elitism in Congress. 

America needs statesmen rather than po
litical entrepreneurs available to the high
est bidder. 

[From the Wash'ngton Post, July 1, 19871 
U.$. $ENATE 

The average Senate reelection campaign 
now costs $3 million. To amass that much, a 
senator must raise $10,000 a week 52 weeks 
a year every year of his term. Let him miss 
a week for some reason-could it be the 
press of legislative business?-and he must 
raise twice that much the next week, three 
times as much the week after that. If he 
represents a large state or -fears a strong op
ponent-or wants to scare such an opponent 
off-he must also raise more than average. 
And they do. 

The system has become obscene. Its de
fenders argue that the money now in poli
tics is a sign of vigor, a healthy form of par
ticipation. Yes, up to a point-but that 
health point is past. The ceaseless quest for 
money absorbs the entire Congress, not only 
in election years. The National Journal re
cently compiled the amounts that senators 
not due to run until 1988 or 1990 had raised 
in 1985-86. By the end of last year four of 
the senators likely to run in 1990 had al
ready raised more than $1 million; one was 
only $15,000 away; two more had raised 
more than $700,000. What notion of good 
government is served by that? 

The Democrats seek to restore a sense of 
proposition to this process. They would 
impose spending limits. The Supreme Court 
has said that to satisfy the First Amend
ment, spending limits must be voluntary; as 
a practical matter that means they must be 
in return for federal funds. But Republicans 
object to public financing of congressional 
campaigns. The Democrats have therefore 
moved successively to minimize the role of 
public funds. Their latest proposal is that a 
candidate could get such financing only if 
he agreed to abide by the spending limits 
for his state and his opponent did not. The 
public money would be only an insurance 
policy. 

It was easy for Republicans to block the 
Democratic bill when it contained a large 
measure of public finance; they could stand 
on principle. Now the issue is much more 
clearly the limits. Hardliners still resist the 
bill, on grounds that the Republicans, who 
are better fund-raisers, would be condemn
ing themselves to permanent minority 
status. But money isn't what will deliver the 
Senate to the Republicans; nor, in the long 
haul, can it be healthy for the Republicans 
to link themselves to this iron lung. 

Two Republicans-Robert Stafford and 
John Chafee-have joined the Democrats in 
voting to invoke cloture and move a bill. At 
least half a dozen others have acknowledged 
the need for restraint. "There is no doubt 
that campaign spending is out of hand," 
said Sen. Pete Domenici at one point in last 
month's debate. "I would be very happy to 
see some kind of overall limitation," said 
Sen. William Roth. "I believe there is no 
surer way to a complete breakdown of our 
electoral process than to ignore burgeoning 
campaign costs," said Sen. Daniel Evans. "It 
seems to me there have to be some limits," 
said Minority Leader Bob Dole. 

The latest bill is fair; the Republicans 
should agree to bargain on it. The alterna
tive will soon be to change the name on the 
place. It fast becomes the U.$. $enate. 

[From the Washington Post, June 22, 19871 
TIN CUP CLUB 

A full Senate term lasts 2,189 or 2,188 
days, depending on leap years. The cost of 
an average reelection campaign is $3 mil
lion. Allow for a few days off-Sundays, 
Christmas, their birthdays-and the average 
senator has to raise $1,600 a day every work
ing day for six years just to stay in office. 
That $100 every waking hour, and if the 
senator is from a populous state or expects 
a close fight it may be two, three, even four 
times that. The emblem of the modern 
Senate is the tin cup. 

Left to itself the problem of raising these 
enormous sums will only worsen, as it stead
ily and dramatically has for 10 years now. 
The cost of office has doubled since the 
mid-'70s, and is now rising at a rate of 20 
percent in each election cycle. John Stennis 
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is the senior member of the Senate; he has 
watched the place for 40 years. He is hardly 
the panting reformer; nor has he, over his 
career, been particular partisan. Much of 
his allegiance is to the institution itself. He 
said on the floor the other day, " the cost of 
election campaigns and the method of fi
nancing them has placed the integrity of 
the Senate in jeopardy." He is right, and 
the thoughtful people in both parties know 
it. 

The Democrats, led by Robert Byrd and 
David Boren, propose to deal with this; they 
would set spending limits. Because the Su
preme Court has said that such limits vio
late the First Amendment except as a condi
tion for receipt of public funds, the Demo
crats have also proposed public financing. 
Because the Republicans, who are better 
fund-raisers, object that public financing 
would also, in any number of ways, be un
healthy, the Democrats have moved to 
reduce its role in their proposal, so that the 
most it could provide would be 40 percent of 
a candidate's funds. Now they are said to be 
ready to reduce it further, to make it only 
an insurance policy. If you agreed to spend
ing limits and your opponent did also, nei
ther of you would get public money. If you 
agreed and he did not, you would get public 
money (according to a formula still to be 
worked out) only if and to the extent that 
he exceeded the limit. As before, there 
would also be a limit on the total any candi
date could receive from P ACs in an election 
cycle. 

Filibustering Republicans objected to the 
earlier proposals in part on the grounds 
that they would put the Senate at the 
trough. This is a much leaner proposal. The 
recipient wouldn't trigger the federal funds; 
his non-abiding opponent would. There is no 
way to shave the public financing any fur
ther and keep the system workable. If a can
didate who agrees to the spending limits is 
not necessarily to be subsidized, he must at 
least be protected. There are Republicans 
who say that, while they oppose public fi
nancing, they would favor spending limits. 
This goes about as far as ingenuity can to 
accommodate them. There are lesser fea
tures of the bill that they also dislike, but 
these are subjects for bargaining. The 
Democrats are making a fair offer. The Re
publicans should take it, before the misera
ble, obsessive race for funds consumes them 
all. 

[From the Watertown <SD> Public Opinion, 
June 11, 19871 

PRESSLER NEEDS TO SUPPORT S. 2 
On Saturday, May 30, we criticized oppo

nents of Senate Bill 2, which is designed to 
bring comprehensive campaign funding 
reform to the U.S. Senate. In talking to 
South Dakota's two U.S. Senators, Senator 
Daschle is a co-sponsor of this legislation 
and Senator Pressler said he needed to see 
some amendments to it before he could lend 
his support. He said at that time he felt 
that a proposed substitute amendment 
coming from Senator Packwood of Oregon 
would rectify some shortcomings S. 2 had. 

Well, S. 2 has now been introduced on the 
Senate floor as has an amendment by Pack
wood and Senator McConnell of Kentucky. 
They say their amendment would eliminate 
PAC contributions to individual candidates. 
However, an article in The Wall Street Jour
nal said about their proposal, "The move 
was seen mostly as a tactical ploy to protect 
Republicans from being branded as anti
reform." We can't say this is a strictly parti
san proposal because there are a number of 

senators on both sides of the aisle who are 
mighty beholding to PACs for their past 
contributions. 

The important thing here is that besides 
being a tactical ploy, this proposed legisla
tion is a charade and would not accomplish 
its stated purpose. 

The McConnell-Packwood bill would in
stead simply lead to P ACs changing their 
method of providing money to a congres
sional candidate and in so doing would open 
the door to PACs providing unlimited sums 
to a congressional candidate. 

The impact that this bill would have on 
PAC money is perhaps best demonstrated 
by what occurred in Packwood's 1986 reelec
tion campaign. In that election ALIGNPAC, 
a PAC representing insurance interests, 
gave the senator a $1 ,000 contribution made 
out from ALIGNPAC to Senator Packwood. 
At the same time, ALIGNPAC's also gath
ered and turned over to the senator $215,000 
in checks made out by ALIGNPAC's mem
bers directly to Senator Packwood. This 
controversial practice, known as "bundling," 
allowed ALIGNPAC to massively evade the 
$5,000 per election PAC contribution limit 
and to get credit for providing what was the 
equivalent of a $215,000 contribution from 
ALIGNPAC to the senator. 

S. 2, the Senatorial Election Campaign 
Act, would make clear that PACs could not 
use this kind of "bundling" practice to 
evade contribution limits. All such contribu
tions arranged for by a PAC would be count
ed against the PAC's con tribution limit 
which under present law is $5,000 per elec
tion per candidate. 

The "Me-Pack" bill also claims to restrict 
this kind of bundling practice, but in fact it 
does nothing of the kind. The so-called 
"anti-bundling" language in McConnell
Packwood merely says that if a PAC gathers 
and delivers bundled contributions to a can
didate, the checks need to be made out by 
the individuals directly to the candidate. 
That is of course, the very practice that 
ALIGNPAC used to provide $215,000 to Sen
ator Packwood. Rather than restricting this 
kind of PAC bundling, McConnell-Packwood 
legitimizes the practices as a way for PACs 
to provide money to a candidate. 

This amendment, if passed, would "hog 
house" the present wording of S. 2. This 
proposal to prohibit "direct" PAC contribu
tions to a candidate, while legitimizing the 
practice of PACs bundling and delivering 
unlimited sums to a candidate, will result in 
all P ACs simply mechanically changing 
their methods of raising money and provid
ing it to a candidate without any limit on 
the total amount the PAC could provide. 
McConnell-Packwood will increase, not de
crease, the ability of PAC money to unduly 
influence members of Congress. 

The McConnell-Packwood bill is not cam
paign finance reform and should be rejected 
out of hand. After all of this, if Senator 
Pressler is really for reform, we hope he will 
support that rejection. If he doesn't, then 
the opposite is obvious .... 

[From the Westfield <MA> Evening News, 
July 3, 19871 

SLAY THE MONSTER 
The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over 

an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount 
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal 
or the budget or trade strategy. It's money
campaign money. to be exact. 

Since early June, Senate Minority Leader 
Robert Dole, R -Kan., and most of his Re
publican colleagues have been engaged in a 
filibuster to prevent the Senat e from acting 

on Senate Bill 2, much-needed legislation 
that would alter the system of election fi
nance. 

At issue is a Democratic-sponsored meas
ure that would create voluntary spending 
limits in Senate elections, provide public 
funds for Senate general-election candidates 
agreeing to abide by the limits and restrict 
the amount of money that House and 
Senate candidates may accept from politi
cal-action committees, or PAC's. 

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general
election limits would range from $950,000 in 
a low-population state such as Wyoming to 
nearly $5.5 million in California. 

Senate Republicans don't necessarily dis
pute the need for campaign reform. Dole 
himself has spoken out about the outra
geous expense of running for public office 
and the undue influence that P AC's wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. In 
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to 
Senate Candidates have increased from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil
lion to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
finance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans object to the idea of 
using government money to run congres
sional campaigns-even though the public 
financing scheme for presidential candi
dates is working well. They argue that 
spending limits in congressional campaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise that, in effect, is no compromise. It 
would cut the maximum amount that any 
single PAC can give to a candidate, but it 
would eliminate the spending limit and 
public-financing components of the legisla
tion. 

Campaign reform simply will not happen 
without spending limits. The Supreme 
Court has ruled that there must be some 
form of public benefits in order to establish 
a system of voluntary campaign-spending 
limits. 

The spending limits contained in Senate 
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary, as re
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate 
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections. 
Neither party will be at a disadvantage. 

Dole and his fellow filibusterers need to 
step aside and give the reform legislation a 
chance to slay the campaign monster. 

[From the Wilkes-Barre <PA) Citizens' 
Voice, June 9, 19871 

PAss S. 2 To CuT CosTLY CAMPAIGN 
Special-interest Political Action Commit

tees handed over seven and one half million 
dollars to candidates this year for the Penn
sylvania House and Senate. 

Candidates Arlen Specter and Bob Edgar 
alone spent a combined total of almost ten 
million. 

This is too much. It's a waste of money. 
It's a distortion of the political process. 

It's got to be curtailed. It can be. Bill S. 
2-a campaign cost cutter-is now before 
the Senate. Pass it, senators. 

[From the Winner <SD) Advocate, June 17, 
1987] 

CAMPAIGN FINANCING NEEDS CLOSER LOOK 
State Senator Tom Daschle is undertaking 

efforts to reform campaign spending, some-
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thing that has needed to be done for quite 
some time. 

Daschle said his recent bid for office cost 
him over $3.5 million. "I didn't like the two 
year-long campaign that money made inevi
table," he said recently. 

"I didn't like the blizzard of television ads 
that money paid for. 

"I didn't like the negativism that seems to 
appear on both sides in every big money 
campaign. 

"And I hated having to ask over and over 
and over again for campaign contributions 
just to stay even with my opponent," 
Daschle said. 

The senator is certainly not alone with 
these feelings. Millions of Americans across 
the ccuntry are disgusted with the entire 
election process, where big bucks are used to 
influence voter opinion. 

The money spent by candidates, in an at
tempt to get elected or re-elected, has 
jumped 400 percent in the past decade. 
Daschle says that many Senate candidates, 
whose elections don't begin until 1990, are 
already starting their fund raising. 

This preoccupation with elections and 
fund raising does not benefit the American 
voter. It is a system out of control. It is esti
mated that by the 2000 it could cost over 
$50 million to run for the Senate from 
South Dakota. Daschle supports a bill <SB 
# 2> which would change campaign prac
tices. 

It would limit the amount of money a can
didate may raise and spend in a Senate race. 
It would reduce the influence of political 
action committees. And it would tighten 
controls on so-called "independent expendi
tures" such as money spent by out-of-state 
groups to evade the campaign laws and in
fluence the results of both the primary and 
general election in South Dakota next year. 

We support such efforts. Campaign ethics 
and methods need closer scrutinizing. Here 
is a good example: Last week this office re
ceived a copy of a recent editorial published 
in the Argus Leader. The editorial was writ
ten by presidential candidate Jack Kemp 
and mailed to presumably all state newspa
pers using the Senator's franking privilege. 
This meant the candidate could disseminate 
his opinions at no cost to himself. 

Why all the interest from a Senator from 
the 31st District of New York? Why out of 
the ·ear blue do we suddenly start receiving 
his correspondence? The anwser is obvious. 
He is looking for free publicity and is using 
taxpayers' money to pay for it. This is an 
abuse we have been critical of before. 

Another campaign problem <which grows 
worse with each election) is with political 
pornography-that is, the negative advertis
ing we have seen in several past campaigns, 
including Senator Daschle's. Money has 
nothing to do with whether this type of ad
vertising appears in the media. It is a 
method of conducting a campaign that the 
candidate ultimately controls. Unfortunate
ly, experts are saying that negative cam
paign advertising is a trend likely to contin
ue in the future. 

Daschle believes that now is the time to 
act on campaign reforms. SB # 2 bill is a 
step in that direction. If you support cam
paign reform, share your opinions with our 
elected officials. 

[From the Zanesville <OH> Times Recorder, 
July 6, 1987] 

SLAY THE MONSTER 

The U.S. Senate is tied up in knots over 
an issue that to lawmakers is of paramount 
importance. It's not the Iran-Contra scandal 

or the budget or trade strategy. It's money
campaign money to be exact. 

At issue is Senate Bill 2, a Democratic
sponsored measure that would alter the 
system of election finance. It would create 
voluntary spending limits in Senate elec
tions, provide public funds for Senate gener
al-election candidates agreeing to abide by 
the limits and restrict the amount of money 
that House and Senate candidates may 
accept from political-action committees or 
PACs. 

In 1988, if the bill were to pass, general
election limits would range from $950,000 in 
a low-population state such as Wyoming to 
nearly $5.5 million in California. 

Senate Republicans don't dispute the 
need for campaign reform. Minority Leader 
Robert Dole has spoken out about the out
rageous expense of running for public office 
and the undue influence that P ACs wield as 
a prime source of campaign financing. In 
the past 10 years, PAC contributions to 
Senate candidates have increased from $5 
million to $45 million; campaign spending in 
Senate elections has increased from $38 mil
lion to $179 million. Senators complain 
about becoming "panhandlers." 

In the words of the public-interest lobby 
Common Cause, "We have seen a monster 
created, a fundamentally corrupt campaign
finance system for Congress." 

Senate Republicans object to the idea to 
run congressional campaigns-even though 
the public financing scheme for presidential 
candidates is working well. They argue that 
spending limits in congressional campaigns 
help incumbents to the detriment of chal
lengers. 

The Republicans have offered a compro
mise that in effect is no compromise. It 
would cut the maximum amount that any 
PAC can give to a candidate but it would 
eliminate the spending limit and public-fi
nancing components of the legislation. 

Campaign reform simply will not happen 
without spending limits. The Supreme 
Court has ruled there must be some form of 
public benefits in order to establish a 
system of voluntary campaign-spending 
limits. 

The spending limits contained in Senate 
Bill 2 are reasonable and voluntary as re
quired by the Supreme Court. If presiden
tial elections are a reliable guide, Senate 
Bill 2 will provide for competitive elections. 
Neither party will he at a disadvantage. 

Senate Republicans need to give the 
reform legislation a chance to slay the cam
paign monster. In doing so, they would be 
helping restore the integrity of our · ;:epre
sentative form of government. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, 
before the Senator yields, will he yield 
to me? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 

join the Senate majority leader in 
urging that we be permitting to come 
to grips with the matter of campaign 
reform. We have been seeking reform 
for a long time in this session. We 
have been seeking to get the matter 
before the Senate and bring matters 
to a head with votes on matters per
taining to the legislation we have of
fered. 

We have made great efforts to com
promise, and much that made the 
measure most attractive to me and 
others has been eliminated by some of 
these compromises. Many aspects of 

public financing that I think are vital 
parts of any reform have been elimi
nated in an effort to have some give 
from those who oppose this effort. 
Thus far, we have not seen any will
ingness to compromise on a matter 
that is very important, as the majority 
leader just noted, to the integrity of 
the Senate, or to the appearance of 
the integrity of the Senate. 

There is another matter involved, I 
think, and that is the integrity of the 
whole democratic system of our Re
public. That, too, is at stake. 

We have had a situation in our coun
try, historically, where in he first 100 
years we had rising participation in 
our elections, rising from a 3.5-percent 
turnout of eligible people in the first 
elections to over 80 percent in the elec
tion of 1876, and then it went down
ward for a variety of reasons, and it 
has been going down ever since. 

One of the latest reasons that has 
contributed, I believe, to this continu
ing decEne in participation was, first, 
the invention of television, and then 
the beginning of its use for campaign
ing; and, second, as a natural conse
quence, the need for increasingly large 
sums of money to buy television time 
to reach the voters. This has now led 
to a situation where candidates are 
told by their advisers, as I was told 
when I ran last year, that you have to 
spend over half your time raising 
money for your campaign, in order to 
be able to buy television time to reach 
the mass of voters. 

What that leads to is a situation 
where the candidate spends more and 
more time campaigning, specifically 
among those who are able to make 
major contributions, in order to use 
that money to reach the rest of the 
voters. Those voters then are left out 
of the process. The candidate does not 
have time to make as many appear
ances before them as was the case in 
former days. All they are then in
volved in, in the process, is to listen to 
television and to respond to those ap
peals and to receive direct mail that 
requests small contributions from 
people who are not able to make large 
contributions. This increasing empha
sis upon money undermines our 
system. 

We are down to where in the last 
Presidential election only 50 percent 
of those voted who might have voted. 
In the last congressional elections, 
only 30 percent of those voted who 
might have voted. In municipal elec
tions in cities, towns, counties, and 
local districts of one sort or another, it 
went down to where 12 or 15 percent 
of the people participate and vote all 
too often. 

I think there is a real threat to de
mocracy implicit in these circum
stances. If people do not have a stake, 
if they are not involved, if they do not 
participate, if they lose confidence in 
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the process of democracy, that makes 
our whole system vulnerable. 

Of the 22 major industrial democra
cies on the face of this planet, we are 
at the bottom, No. 22, in voter turn
out. By comparison, in most European 
countries, it is 80 percent-in some 
cases, 90 percent. In the recent elec
tions in India, over 80 percent partici
pated. In the recent elections in the 
Philippines, over 80 percent participat
ed. 

It is a disgrace that in our democra
cy, the major democracy on the face 
of the Earth, people are dropping out 
of the system, and that forebodes 
danger for the system. 

It is a disgrace that in a world where 
so many have fought and bled and 
died for the opportunity to vote and to 
pick their own leaders and to engage 
in the decisionmaking process of their 
countries, and are denied that right in 
many countries, we who have it do not 
exercise it. 

One of the principal reasons it is 
being exercised less and less is that 
campaigns cost more and more. 

We have to get this matter under 
control. This issue relates to every 
other issue we are concerned with, and 
therefore it is one of the most impor
t ant issues that can conceivably come 
before this body. 

I am delighted that the majority 
leader and the Senator from Oklaho
ma are providing the leadership on 
this issue. I urge others to join them. I 
urge those who have concerns about 
this particular approach, the latest in 
a long series of efforts to compro
mise-! wish those who have concerns 
about the current approach would at 
least come up with modifications that 
would make this acceptable, so that we 
can move this matter forward. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished assistant majority 
leader for the comments he has just 
made; and I thank the distinguished 
majority leader, whom I am proud to 
join in offering this piece of legisla
tion, for the eloquent statements he 
has made earlier. 

As they have both indicated, we are 
dealing here with a matter of funda
mental importance to the people of 
the United States, to the future of this 
country and to the integrity of our 
constitutional process. 

In our Government authority legiti
macy rests upon the consent of the 
governed. It is, therefore, the election 
process itself which is the heart and 
soul of the system. Anything that 
compromises the basic integrity of 
that election process, anything which 
compromises the fairness of that elec
tion process access to that election 
process and equal opportunity for 
those with ideas about service to this 
country to run as candidates in that 
process, endangers the health of the 
democratic process itself. 

<Mr. WIRTH assumed the chair.) 

91-059 0-89- 14 (Pt. 16J 

Mr. BOREN. I am pleased that we 
returned to consideration of S. 2. The 
majority leader's decision to return to 
this piece of legislation is a signal that 
the issue of campaign finance reform 
is not going to go away. It is going to 
be here for us to face until we deal 
with it. We may turn from time to 
time to other matters on our agenda, 
other important issues, budgetary 
issues, issues of Presidential appoint
ments, other matters that are funda
mentally also important to the coun
try, but we are going to keep coming 
back to this issue of campaign finance 
reform, to this issue of protecting the 
integrity of the election process itself, 
until we deal with it, and that is ap
propriate. This issue must not be al
lowed to slip off the national agenda 
until we have done something to solve 
the problem. 

We owe it to the next generation to 
protect the integrity of the Constitu
tion itself. 

That is why I applaud the decision 
of the majority leader to return our 
attention to this particular piece of 
legislation. 

This is a new compromise proposal 
which has been offered. It is offered in 
the spirit and the hope of trying to 
form a consensus on both sides of the 
aisle to deal with this problem. 

Democrats do not have a higher re
sponsibility to guard the integrity of 
the election process than do Republi
cans. Republicans have no greater re
sponsibility than do Democrats. This 
is not a partisan political issue. It is an 
American problem and we must find a 
way to get together as Americans and 
solve this problem. 

During the June filibuster oppo
nents focused upon public financing as 
a target of their opposition to this bill. 
This proposal has now been changed 
to in essence totally remove mandato
ry public financing as an aspect of the 
bill. 

I want to just very briefly mention 
the kind of proposal that is now before 
us. 

As under the original S. 2, there are 
voluntary spending limits which are 
adopted. For a candidate to fully par
ticipate in the system as set forth, a 
candidate must at filing time indicate 
and certify that that candidate will 
live by the spending limits. This is fun
damental. There can be no true cam
paign finance reform without an 
agreement to limit overall spending. 
Candidates with the highest offices of 
public trust should compete on the 
basis of ideas, issues, and qualifica
tions, and not on the basis of which 
candidates can raise the most money, 
for to have true reform, we must have 
a limit on the amount of money candi
dates spend in getting elected. 

Congress previously acted to put 
reins on campaign spending, but in the 
1976 landmark case of Buckley versus 
Valeo the Supreme Court found that 

Congress cannot set mandatory spend
ing limits and, second, that if Congress 
sets voluntary limits its must provide 
some inducement as the Presidential 
system does to encourage compliance 
with the limits. 

In this new proposal, we have set up 
a standard under which those who 
accept the voluntary spending limits 
will have to raise those funds from vol
untary contributions from the private 
sector and not from Government fund
ing. In addition to qualify, candidates 
must agree that while they accept an 
overall voluntary spending limit they 
will also raise a threshold amount de
pending upon the size of the State, 75 
percent of which must come from indi
vidual contributions within that Sena
tor's home State. 

In addition, they will agree to con
tribute no more than $20,000 of their 
own personal funds to their campaign. 
This again is a provision put in in 
order to even out the playing field so 
that those with huge amounts of per
sonal wealth will not be able to have 
an advantage in the election process. 

Finally, the candidates n.:1st agree 
that they will not accept more than 
approximately 20 percent, under a for
mula that is set forth, of that volun
tary limit from political action com
mittee funds and special interest 
groups. Instead, they will go to indi
vidual contributors, principally, in 
their home States, to finance their 
campaigns. 

Under the compromise that is now 
before us, if candidates accept those 
conditions, they voluntarily agree to 
hold themselves within reasonable 
spending limits, if they agree to limita
tions in terms of spending of their own 
personal wealth. If they agree to raise 
a certain portion of their initial funds 
from instate contributors, and if they 
agree to limit the amount of money 
that they receive from special-interest 
groups, they will receive certain bene
fits. First of all, they will qualify for 
the lowest unit broadcast rate for 
radio and television. That lowest unit 
rate is now given to all political candi
dates without regard to whether they 
accept spending limits or not. In the 
future that benefit would only be 
given to those candidates that accept 
voluntary limits. In addition those 
candidates who agree to live within 
reasonable voluntary limits would re
ceive reduced first-class mail rates, 5% 
cents per piece or 2 cents below the 
third-class mail rate. 

This would give them a very signifi
cant advantage. This would be paid for 
by doing away with the present bene
fit that is given automatically to all 
political parties to use the bulk mail 
rate. Under the laws and under court 
decisions, if this is given to one politi
cal party, it is deemed to have to be 
given to all, including the Communist 
Party and other fringe groups. Doing 
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away with that particular advantage 
will generate more than sufficient 
funds to offset the cost of giving a 
beneficial mailing rate to those candi
dates who accept voluntary spending 
limits, and so there would be no net 
cost to the Treasury. In fact, there 
should be a net gain to the Treasury 
from these two offsetting proposals. 

Nonparticipating candidates, those 
candidates who will not agree to, in es
sence, give up their right to try to buy 
elections, those candidates who will 
not agree to reasonable spending 
limits, those candidates would have to 
carry in all of their advertising, includ
ing their direct mail and their broad
cast advertising, a disclaimer that this 
candidate has not agreed to abide by 
voluntary spending limits. This would 
put the public on notice that that can
didate is still reserving his right to try 
to decide the election on the basis of 
who can raise and spend the most 
money, that that candidate still wants 
to have the opportunity to buy the 
election if he or she is not capable of 
competing. We should compete within 
the democratic process on the basis of 
ideas, qualifications and what that 
candidate wants to do to help his or 
her country and his or her State 
through effective representation. 

There is a standby proposal that, if a 
nonparticipating candidate comes 
within 75 percent of the limit, the can
didate must report to the FEC in 5 
percent increments of the limit and 
the participating candidate may begin 
to raise funds above that limit. 

At the point that a nonparticipating 
candidate exceeds the general election 
spending limit, the participating candi
date, that candidate who accepts the 
voluntary spending limits, is entitled 
to a grant equal to 67 percent of the 
general election limit and is allowed to 
raise and spend above the limit. 

The point at which a nonparticiating 
candidate spends one-third of the 
amount of money that would be above 
the limit-in other words, he spends 
the entire spending limit plus 33 per
cent more-the particpating candidate 
is entitled to an additional grant equal 
to 33 percent of the general election 
limit. 

In other words, funds raised through 
the voluntary checkoff on the income 
tax return and deposited in an account 
to enforce campaign finance reform 
would only be drawn upon by the par
ticipating candidate if the opponent 
went over the voluntary spending 
limit. 

I believe that will rarely happen. I 
believe that the people of this coun
try, who are very disturbed by the 
amount of spending that is going on, 
who are disturbed because the cost of 
running for the U.S. Senate has gone 
from $600,000 a decade ago to $3 mil
lion in the last election cycle-an enor
mous rate of increase that will propel 
us toward a $15 million price tag on 

the average U.S. Senate race if it con
tinues at just the current rate within 
12 years-that that alarm is so great 
that I think there will be strong public 
pressure, as well there should be, once 
this process is put in place, to cause 
candidates to want to abide by volun
tary spending limits so that we can 
return some sanity to the campaign 
process in terms of the way it is fi
nanced. 

I believe that that public feeling will 
be so forcefully expressed-and polls 
that have been taken all across this 
country indicate the great alarm that 
the people of this country have on the 
increasing amount of campaign spend
ing-that candidates will find that it is 
to their detriment to try to buy elec
tions, because the people of this coun
try rightfully want that kind of behav
ior stopped. They want fair competi
tion. They want an open process. They 
want candidates to compete on the 
basis of their qualifications. 

Therefore, I believe that, once this 
system is put in place, it is very likely 
that candidates will begin to abide by 
the voluntary limits and that there 
will be no need for any public funds 
whatsoever to be involved in the proc
ess. It will not be the fault of the par
ticipating candidate if a single dime of 
public funds is involved. It will be the 
fault of the candidate that intention
ally breaks the spending barrier. 

And so this compromise goes the 
extra mile in trying to meet the oppo
sition of those who said they were not 
prepared to vote for cloture to move 
ahead to vote on this bill, even 
though, quite clearly, as we debated in 
the past, a majority of the Members of 
this Senate favored it. Fifty-three Sen
ators at one time or another went on 
record in favor of imposing cloture on 
this bill. But because we want to get 
above partisan politics, because we 
want to give due regard to the argu
ments raised by those on the other 
side who did not feel prepared to sup
port S. 2 in its original form, we have 
made this major modification. Where, 
as previously, the participating candi
date who accepted a voluntary spend
ing limit immediately qualified to re
ceive matching funds out of the check
off, public funds, we have now taken 
that particular provision completely 
out of the bill. 

If, for example, a spending limit in a 
certain State happens to be $1 million, 
that is the voluntary limit, the candi
date who accepted that spending limit, 
that candidate would not get a single 
penny of public funds. That candidate 
would have to raise the funds from 
private contributors. 

There certainly is a difference be
tween the way he would raise them 
under our proposal and the way he 
now would raise them. He could only 
get 20 percent from interest groups. 
He would have to go back home to in
dividual contributors to raise the bal-

ance. This will help restore some sem
blance of balance within the political 
system. 

We had almost half of the Members 
elected to Congress last time who re
ceived more than half of all their po
litical contributions not from the 
people back home, not from the 
people at the grass roots, but by orga
nized interest groups largely head
quartered right here in Washington, 
DC. We are endangering the concept 
of grassroots democracy as this bal
ance is destroyed. 

And so, while we would have volun
tary spending limits and while candi
dates would continue to raise their 
funds through private contributors, we 
would see, I think, a healthy balance 
restored with candidates going back to 
individual contributors in their home 
States at the grassroots far more often 
and in a far larger proportion than 
they are now receiving their campaign 
contributions. 

So, this bill is one that will bring 
about meaningful campaign reform. It 
is a proposal that should strike a re
sponsive chord from those who have 
been opposing the bill in the past, be
cause we have completely removed 
public financing as a basis for support
ing campaigns. We have provided a bill 
with no net cost to the taxpayers. In 
fact, by removing the bulk rate privi
leges for all political parties automati
cally, we should have some net gain to 
the Treasury as a result of this piece 
of legislation. 

What we will do if it is passed and if 
it is accepted in the spirit of bipartisan 
compromise, as I hope it will be, is re
store the right kind of competition to 
American politics-competition based 
upon ideas, competition based upon 
character, competition based upon 
qualifications, competition based upon 
a desire to perform public service. We 
will no longer have competition based 
upon which candidate can raise the 
most money or which candidate is will
ing to accept the most special interest 
financing. 

We have a chance, Mr. President, to 
take a giant step forward in preserving 
the integrity of the election process 
itself with this new proposal that has 
been offered, not only by myself and 
by Senator BYRD, but also by Senator 
ExoN, who expressed his own reserva
tions when S. 2 was first brought to 
the floor. Time and time again he 
came to the floor to say that he could 
not support S. 2 in the original form 
because he had misgivings about 
public financing. I understand why he 
had those misgivings. He sat down 
with us and worked with us to 
hammer out this new compromise. He 
is now giving his enthusiastic support 
to it. 

We are gaining in momentum. We 
are gaining in support. I hope we now 
have before us, Mr. President, the 
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blueprint for an ultimate campaign 
reform package that can pass the 
Senate with broad support on both 
sides of the aisle as we join together as 
Americans to solve a real American 
problem. 

Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I want to 

congratulate Senator BOREN and the 
majority leader for their efforts in 
campaign financing reform and I am 
especially happy that this bill has now 
been brought up again. We have sat 
through weeks and weeks of debate on 
the trade bill, which is very important. 
We sat through an extended debate on 
the debt limit and all the variations 
that flowed from that, and rightfully 
so. 

But I commend the majority leader 
for now allowing us to return to this 
important aspect of American politics 
and American government-campaign 
reform. 

Mr. President, I have listened with 
interest over the weeks that this bill, 
S. 2, was debated to my able colleagues 
from the other party as they donned 
their armor of self-righteous indigna
tion and mounted their rhetorical war
horses and charged full tilt against the 
dragon of campaign reform. 

Each evening, after they had debat
ed and spoken on the subject, I am 
sure they returned from the lists, with 
verbal lances splintered on the evil 
public finance giants, and shining 
swords blunted on the frightening 
spending limit dwarfs. What wonder
ful tales they must tell the firesides of 
their Republican castles; tales of valor, 
full of sound and fury. 

"The arguments" I can hear them 
say, "we raised the good old solid argu
ments of days of yore, and they did us 
proud." 

For it is the old arguments that my 
friends across the aisle have used as 
weapons in their battle to slay funda
mental campaign reforms. Listen to 
what they say, and I am quoting now: 

The Constitution does not even mention 
political party, let alone national parties, 
nor any delegated power or right of this 
body to take taxpayers' dollars to subsidize 
political candidates. Deductions from indi
vidual taxpayers or not, the dollars still 
come from the U.S. Treasury. 

Again: 
The Constitution does not even mention 

political party, let alone national parties, 
nor any delegated power or ri!iht of this 
body to take taxpayers' dollars to subsidize 
political candidates. Deductions from indi
vidual taxpayers or not, the dollars still 
come from the U.S. Treasury. 

Another quote: 
As some of my Republican colleagues in 

the Senate have pointed out this checkoff 
system represents nothing more and noth
ing less than a raid on the Federal Treasury 
?Y the opposition party which is apparently 
m desperate need of campaign contribu
tions. 

Another quote: 
Through the $1 tax checkoff scheme 

these minor parties are not likely to ever 
pass from the scene. With a guarantee of 
public funding for their causes, they would 
achieve longevity, perhaps immortality. 

Well, the new proposal, Mr. Presi
dent, before the Senate no longer 
talks about public financing. It 
switched. But these arguments about 
which I have spoken dealt with that 
issue and I think it is important, 
before we leave that issue, to talk 
about the shallowness of those argu
ments, because those arguments 
sounded familiar, those quotes that I 
was given. They are the weapons with 
which our colleagues opposed to S. 2 
in its original form have fought the 
battle. They are not, however, as I 
have stated, very new weapons. 

In fact, the three quotes I read you 
came from opponents, on both sides of 
the aisle, to the 1971 Act which re
formed the way in which Presidential 
campaigns are conducted in this coun
try. 

When this debate just developed
you will recall I asked my colleague, 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Kentucky, if he would analogize be
tween S. 2, and the Presidential elec
toral system. He was reluctant to do 
so, and with good reason. Not only has 
the checkoff system worked, but the 
candidates from his party have availed 
themselves of its provisions, and even 
right to this day continue to do so. 

My friend from Kentucky hesitated 
to attack a system which financed the 
Reagan campaigns in 1980 and 1984, 
and which presently finances a 
number of his distinguished friends 
and colleagues as they struggle to suc
ceed their current party leader as the 
architect of Republican philosophy 
and reason. 

The system has worked, and yet the 
attacks made by its opponents in 1971 
were precisely the same attacks they 
are making today. Like the good con
servatives they say they are, my 
friends from the other party have 
fallen back on the weapons from the 
good old days, the lance of rhetoric 
the dagger of half-truth, the sword of 
speculation, and the blunt club of fear. 

The time has come, and I think this 
has been portrayed and certainly em
phasized today, in the remarks given 
by Senator BOREN who certainly is the 
conscience of the Senate on the issue 
of campaign reform. 

Senator BoREN said, in effect: It is 
time to call a truce. I agree. Public fi
nancing is out. Distinguished Senators 
like the senior Senator from Nebraska 
have now joined in this effort and is a 
cosponsor of this amendment. 

I think it is time to negotiate an end 
to this medieval warfare and, instead, 
move forward into an age of enlighten
ment and reason. Because if there 
were ever an area where it is needed it 
is in this area of campaign refo~m 

where people running for the U.S. 
Senate do not have to spend the ma
jority of their time raising money, but 
they can campaign in the way that the 
American public thinks that we should 
campaign, by appearing in cities and 
towns before groups of men and 
women interested in bettering our 
form of government; not in determin
ing how much money can be raised. 

I have spoken a number of times on 
this Senate floor about S. 2, about the 
need to compromise. Certainly the 
way has been laid with the speeches 
made this morning, remarks on this 
floor, by the majority leader and by 
the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Compromise is something that we 
must do. I think it necessary that both 
sides move. We have moved. Perhaps 
there is more movement that need 
take place but we have moved decided
ly this day. I think we have moved in a 
reasonable manner. I believe that 
movement that has been made by the 
majority leader and the Senator from 
Oklahoma need to be recognized for 
what they are, an effort to resolve a 
complicated issue that certainly is 
before the American public. 

This time now has come for the 
other party to get off its war horse 
and act in an equally reasonable and 
honorable manner. 

The American people want this leg
islation. They want campaign reform. 
They want an end to the spiraling cost 
of campaign spending, and the cam
paigns which begin the day after the 
last election ended. 

My colleagues, the time has come. 
Let us talk compromise now; so that 
those who oppose this bill with sword, 
and mace, and lance, are not trampled 
under by the votes of the people at 
the next election, when their weapons 
of rhetoric will avail them naught 
against the truth. 

I yield the balance of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from North Carolina. 
Mr. SANFORD. Thank you very 

much; Mr. President, I want to add to 
the words of my distinguished col
league just completed as well as the 
comments made by the majority 
leader and the sponsor of campaign 
reform; S. 2. 

There is a judgment felt widely 
across the land that far too much 
money is spent for political campaigns, 
and the American political system is 
becoming the worse for it. 

This reinforces the public's cynical 
belief that in the U.S.A. money talks 
louder than people. Candidates must 
spend far too much campaign time in 
fundraising. Excess campaign spend
ing often reaches the absurd and then 
the obscene. Money can be given to 
causes much more worthy than the 
gilding of campaign lilies. 

There is a reasonable amount of 
campaign money that needs to be 
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spent. It is necessary to communicate 
a candidate's record and positions. 
That is the purpose of campaigns. 
Communication is the heart of cam
paigns. 

I don't know what the reasonable 
limit is. We can debate that. But one 
thing certainly is true: the amounts 
needed are certainly not without limit. 

True, as the minority leader sug
gests, this may not be a burning issue. 
People are writing fewer letters. about 
this issue than about the Iran/Contra 
scandal, or the administration's bank
rupt and bankrupting agriculture 
policy. But no political observer 
doubts that the American public is dis
gusted and expects us to curtail such 
excessive spending. The polls show it. 
The editorials show it. 

Excessive spending puts a continuing 
strain on elected public officials. 
There are congressional fundraisers in 
Washington two or three times a 
week, and often two or three times a 
night. A senatorial candidate has to 
stand in line to hold a fundraiser in 
New York or Los Angeles. Congres
sional Members must worry about the 
legislative agenda of this PAC combine 
or that special interest group. If all 
that doesn't corrupt decisions, it has 
the potential to corrupt. 

I was not initially able to grasp why 
so many of our Republican colleagues 
were so adamant, why they were fili
bustering to keep the Senate from 
even voting on campaign spending 
limits. 

They seemed first to pose and pos
ture as if protecting the taxpayer. 
"The taxpayers don't want to pay for 
our campaigns," they proclaimed day 
after day. But that wasn't quite 
straightforward talk. They know that 
the money is the equivalent of a vol
untary contribution by taxpayers who 
check their tax forms. The American 
public understands its right to make 
voluntary contributions. That argu
ment didn't fly. 

Then the distinguished Republican 
leader told it all. Taking the floor 
after most of the Republicans had for 
the fifth time blocked a vote on the 
bill that would regulate spending, he 
gave the American public the official 
straightforward and honest reason for 
the Republican fear of campaign ex
pense reform. 

The Republicans need more money 
than Democrats in order to win. That 
is what he said. If they re not permit
ted to spend more than Democrats, 
they can never expect to win, they say. 

He sai ·l the Republicans don't want 
any. and i1e said, "not any," limits on 
cam ! ~J ign expenditures. Fortunately, 
all Republicans do not agree with him, 
but the leader has put out the official 
word. 

That comes awfully close to saying 
that they think they can buy elec
tions. "If we spend enough money, we 

can win," they contend, so they want 
no limits whatsoever. 

Now, at last, the issue is clearly 
joined. The Republicans want and 
need to use money to win. The Demo
crats expect to use issues and perform
ance to win. 

The Democrats want to stop obscene 
levels of campaign spending. The Re
publicans do not. 

The American public wants to stop 
obscene levels of campaign spending. 
The Republicans do not. 

The American public understands, 
now, that this is the great, clear issue. 

Now the distinguished and able Re
publican leader, Senator DoLE, has 
said that his Republican colleagues 
will stand firm on spending all they 
want to spend so they can win. He es
pecially pleads for the need to out
spend Democrats in one-party States. 

That plea has to be greeted with a 
wry smile. What is a one-party State? 
Kansas? Would the Republicans be 
satisfied to put a lid on spending in 
Kansas? Would they permit the 
Democrats to spend more in Kansas in 
order to catch up? 

The American public does not want 
to be told that elections will go to the 
highest bidder. The American public 
does not want to believe that elections 
are for sale. ' 

That is the clear dividing line on S. 
2, the bill to put reasonable limits on 
campaign spending. 

My distinguished colleague be
moaned the fact that in some States 
registration of Democrats over Repub
licans is 2 to 1, 4 to 1, or even more. 
The question is, why? Well, the Demo
crats did not reach that advantage 
anywhere by spending huge sums of 
money on television spots. They 
earned the Democratic registration by 
standing for those issues people be
lieve in. They stand for people and 
their opportunities in life. That is why 
more people want to be called Demo
crats. 

If the Republicans want to increase 
their registration they can better rep
resent the vision that most Americans 
have for their country. That is better 
than trying to buy an increase in rep
resentation. 

Americans do not approve of finding 
tricky ways to avoid treaties, or of con
tinuing to pile up tremendous new nu
clear capabilities, with the risk of 
blowing us all off the face of the 
Earth. 

Americans do not believe in leaving 
one-fifth of the children of America in 
poverty, outside the gates of the 
American dream. 

Americans do not believe in running 
the public business in secret and in 
violation of the laws of the land, and 
lying about it when caught. 

Americans do not believe our farm
ers and industrial workers should be 
abandoned by some muddleheaded 
concept of free trade. 

The Republicans cannot buy their 
way out of the mess they have made in 
the last 7 years-nor should they be 
able to. 

This free land is based on free elec
tions, and we have worked hard over 
the years to keep our elections clear of 
manipulation and corruption. 

S. 2 is another attempt to cut down 
on manipulation and corruption. 

Excessive campaign spending cor
rupts. There is no question about it. 
Excessive TV spots that attack and 
distort are campaign manipulation
no question about it. 

No, Mr. Republican Leader, the 
people of the United States are not 
going to put their Senate seats on the 
auction block. 

If the Republicans want to earn the 
respect and support of Americans, let 
them earn it the old-fashioned way. 
Let them work for it by working for 
the people. 

The division on this election reform 
bill is clear: most Republicans want 
money to speak. The Democrats want 
people to speak. 

And speak the people will. The polit
ical offices of the United States of 
America are not for sale. 

I hope the citizens of the United 
States will start watching closely this 
action on the Senate floor. All-out Re
publican war has been declared. 

They are fighting to kill the bill, to 
strangle it before we can even have a 
vote on it. Watch them closely. Some 
Republicans will vote in favor of 
spending limits. Others will not. Those 
who think money is more important 
than people will vote to bury S. 2. 

In the final analysis, that is so often 
the big difference between our two po
litical parties. And nothing would 
better exemplify that difference than 
how Members vote on this bill. Money 
first or people first. The difference is 
clear. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

TO PROHIBIT THE IMPORTA
TION OF OBJECTS FROM THE 
R.M.S. "TITANIC" 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, earlier 

today an order was entered for a time 
limitation of 10 minutes on a bill to be 
introduced by Mr. WEICKER dealing 
with the importation of objects from 
the Titanic. 

According to the order, I was author
ized to proceed with the matter after 
consultation with the distinguished 
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Republican leader. That consultation 
has occurred. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. WEICKER] be 
recognized to call up his bill and that 
the Senate proceed to its immediate 
consideration once he does so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I be
lieve the bill is at the desk. If so, I ask 
that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill <S. 1581) to prohibit the importation 
of objects from the RMS Titanic. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the bill will be consid
ered as having been read the second 
time and the Senate will proceed to its 
immediate consideration. 

The Senate proceeded to consider 
the bill. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I will 
be very brief in my discussion of this 
legislation. 

The United States and France coop
erated in a very successful way several 
years ago in the discovery of the 
Royal Mail Ship Titanic. The princi
pal scientist in that venture was Dr. 
Robert Ballard, of the United States. 
Dr. Ballard, coming from Woods Hole 
Oceanographic Institute, made the ini
tial discovery, and then proceeded to 
photograph the wreck and report it to 
the world. 

Now, what was originally a scientific 
endeavor dedicated to marine re
search, to unearth the remnants of 
history, has degenerated into a salvage 
operation by the French. 

I think it is important to point out 
that the United States, through Dr. 
Ballard, could have done more than a 
year ago exactly what the French are 
now doing. We have the hardware and 
the knowledge and the will to retrieve 
artifacts from the Titanic. To the 
credit of this Nation, we have chosen 
not to do so, leaving it, rather, as a 
marine memorial. Unfortunately, such 
was not the case with the French. 

Now, I think it important here again 
to point out that it is not the French 
Republic that is doing this in the 
name of the Government of France. 
The French are contracting out their 
equipment and their services to com
mercial ventures located both in the 
United States and in Great Britain, 
and perhaps even elsewhere. 

It is true that what they do is not il
legal. Under international law they 
have the right to this act of salvage. 
But it was the hope of this Nation, as 
expressed in a bill passed by the 
Senate and the House over 1 year ago 
and signed into law by the President, 
that future activity on the Titanic 
would be done in the spirit of interna
tional cooperation. 

It, in effect, requested of our De
partment of State that they contact 
the British and the French to see if 
guidelines could be set out relative to 
any salvage of artifacts from the Ti
tanic or, indeed, any endeavor relating 
to the Titanic. Our State Department 
was unsuccessful in that effort, having 
contacted the French many times 
during the course of the year-the 
latest, of course, being recently when 
facts surfaced relative to this particu
lar salvage operation. 

So I think it can be safely stated as a 
matter of historical record that what 
started out as a venture in the name 
of science and history by the United 
States and France has degenerated 
into a commercial venture on the part 
of the French. 

Now, as I indicated, there is little 
that can be done vis-a-vis international 
law, but I think what we can do is to 
take one step further the spirit of the 
initial discovery denying to the French 
any profit from its commercialization. 
Therefore, this bill now before the 
Senate bans the import for the pur
poses of commercial gain any object 
from the Titanic into the customs ter
ritory of the United States. 

The bill defines the term "R.M.S. Ti
tanic" as the wreck itself or cargo and 
contents scattered on the ocean floor 
around it, the so-called debris field, 
and it calls for termination of the ban 
when an international agreement to 
which the United States is a party gov
erning any exploration and salvage of 
the Titanic enters into force. 

The bill does not ban import for 
nonprofit purposes such as an exhibi
tion at the Smithsonian or other edu
cational nonprofit institution. To me 
this is a well-tempered response to the 
ill-advised venture of the French. 

I again want to express the pride I 
feel for the scientists of my country in 
their eschewing the commercial prof
its which could have been generated 
from their activity. As one who has 
been deeply interested in marine re
search over a long period of time, 
heretofore French activity has been a 
positive example to the world, as evi
denced by the work of Jacques Cous
teau. 

I think this, indeed, just completely 
reverses all the good will that has 
been gained by Mr. Cousteau, all the 
knowledge that has been disseminated 
among the people of the world by Mr. 
Cousteau and places the French in a 
very unenviable position of being in 
the field of commercial ventures, in 
effect desecrating what U.S. law desig
nated as a maritime memorial. 

It is not the desire of the United 
States to claim this as our own. It is a 
desire of the United States to see that 
it is handled properly by international 
agreements, which can only be arrived 
at by France, Great Britain, and the 
United States-indeed, anybody else 
who cares to join. 

The oceans have too few friends in 
terms of the commitments of various 
nations around the world. The money 
we spend on oceans reseach is far too 
little. It is only a matter of time before 
the world is going to have to turn to 
these oceans for food and fuel. I hope 
that matters such as the Titanic 
would instill in all of us an urgency to 
understand the oceans and use that 
knowledge to explore and to develop 
their resources in the best possible 
way. When the Earth does turn to the 
oceans for its food and its fuel, do not 
forget it has to be a resource that lasts 
millions of years rather than just a 
decade or two to satisfy our most im
mediate desires. 

That is why I again urge interna
tional cooperation. As a proud lay 
member of that community, one who 
himself has spent days on the bottom 
of the ocean, I hope that we would use 
our resources together and not apart 
and that the end result would be a 
tribute to science and history and not 
to a few bucks that can be made in a 
few short months. 

This bill, then, obviously makes it 
still possible for the plunderers to 
vend their objects throughout the 
world, but they will not have as one 
resource this most bountiful of na
tions. 

Mr. President, I hope the bill will 
pass. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time has expired. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time, and passed, as follows: 

s. 1581 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SEc. . <a> Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, no object from the R.M.S. 
Titanic may be imported into the customs 
territory of the United States for the pur
poses of commercial gain after the date of 
enactment of this act. 

(b) For purposes of this section, the term 
"R .M.S. Titanic" means the shipwrecked 
vessel R.M.S. Titanic, her cargo or other 
contents, including t hose items which are 
scattered on the ocean floor in her vicinity. 

(c) The provisions of this section shall ter
minate upon the entry into force of an 
international agreement to which the 
United States is a party governing any ex
ploration and salvage of the R.M.S. Titanic. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

Mr. BYRD. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished majority 
leader for his courtesy in allowing me 
to bring this matter t o the attention 
of the Senate at this time. 
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 

the distinguished Senator from Con
necticut. 

HAPPY BIRTHDAY TO SENATOR 
STENNIS 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I note the 
presence in the Chamber of Mr. STEN
NIS. 

I call attention to the fact that this 
is a very important birthday in the life 
of a highly revered Senator-the dis
tinguished Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STENNIS]. 

Mr. STENNIS is chairman of the Com
mittee on Appropriations of the 
Senate. He is also the President pro 
tempore. This is a happy event in his 
life-the birthday of our esteemed 
senior Member of this body, senior 
from the standpoint of service, a man 
who has been in the Senate now for 
many, many years. 

I know that my colleagues will join 
me in extending our best wishes to Mr. 
STENNIS and in wishing him many 
happy returns for the day. 

I shall try to recall a verse which I 
think typifies what this man's life and 
service in this body are to the body, to 
ourselves, and to the country. 

I think we all can see much in the 
service of Senator STENNIS here to at
tempt to emulate, much to inspire, 
much to guide us, much to attract us. 

As we look upon the service of this 
man, we can see a service that is 
marked by high integrity, by honesty, 
by strong character, and by devotion 
to the Senate. 

The Senator from Mississippi has 
been a great leader in this country and 
a leader in the Senate. He has been on 
the Committee on Armed Services of 
the Senate for many years. He has 
helped to guide us and counsel us with 
respect to arms control matters and 
with respect to national defense mat
ters. 

We have all gained much from work
ing with JOHN C. STENNIS. He has cer
tainly been an inspiration to me, and I 
count myself fortunate in having JoHN 
STENNIS as my friend. 

Mr. President--
MY NEIGHBOR'S ROSES 

The roses red upon my neighbor's vine 
Are owned by him, but they are also mine. 
His was the cost, and his the labor, too, 
But mine as well as his the joy, their loveli-

ness to view. 
They bloom for me and are for me as fair 
As for the man who gives them all his care. 
Thus I am rich, because a good man grew 
A rose-clad vine for all his neighbors' view. 
I know from this that others plant for me, 
That what they own, my joy may also be. 
So why be selfish, when so much that's fine 
Is grown for me, upon my Mississippi neigh-

bor's vine. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I say 
to the Senator from West Virginia, 
you warm my heart, you expand my 
gratitude. I appreciate your kind and 

generous words more than I can fully 
describe. 

I appreciate, too, what you have 
done for our country, what you have 
done for this body, the U.S. Senate. 

I cannot recall the exact date, but I 
remember when you came here. I re
member the first caucus you went to 
and some of the things you said in 
that meeting. I said to many then, 
"He's a comer; he's a comer." I am not 
a prophet, nor the son of a prophet, 
but that was one time I hit the nail on 
the head. 

We are all grateful to you and appre
ciate very much what you mean to this 
body and to us as individuals, year 
after year. I hope you will continue to 
be here for a long while. 

I thank you again for your kind 
words. 

SENATORIAL ELECTION 
CAMPAIGN ACT 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of S. 2. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am 
here to speak briefly, not more than 
10 minutes. 

I have listened carefully to the 
debate and prior debates regarding the 
important issue of campaign finance 
reform. I have joined in that debate, 
and for the third time I feel compelled 
to come to the floor and speak. 

As my colleagues know, I am not 
given to making speeches just for the 
fun of it or for the privilege of it. I try 
to have something to say that might 
be helpful regarding the problems 
that surround the office we hold. 

I believe that this issue to which my 
remarks will be addressed, this matter 
of elections, is so important to consti
tutional democracy and to the institu
tion of the U.S. Senate that I feel com
pelled to speak out. 

In the past I have spoken only to the 
need for reforming the current system 
of campaign finance and to make that 
reform without delay. But today, Mr. 
President, I must comment on the sub
stance of these reform proposals and 
the arguments made against them. 

Several years ago, I supported 
strongly an amendment that would 
have striken a provision providing for 
expenditure of Federal funds, taxpay
ers' money, in connection with the 
Presidential campaigns. I did not like 
the idea and I still do not like the idea, 
in a sense of fairness, of taking money 
that someone has earned and paid in 
taxes and giving it out to another 
person as a part of his cost of getting 
elected to office. I do not like that idea 
standing alone. I think it is unsound. 

But the money we are talking about 
today is not of that category. It relates 
to graver things than merely paying a 
fee. I am speaking now to a provision 
to limit the total amount of expendi
tures made by Senate candidates in 
each State. This was, and I believe still 

is, the overriding goal of campaign fi
nance reform. 

I am gravely concerned at the extent 
to which we are developing these elec
tion campaigns into a kind of a run
ning fundraising contest carried on in 
innumerable places over the Nation. 
The people doing the work are good. I 
do not challenge their purpose. I 
simply believe that is destroying the 
spirit and the feel of the local nature 
of the particular campaign. 

The current method of campaign fi
nancing is putting local decisions in 
the hands not of the people who live 
in the area, in the vicinity, in the 
State, but it is putting elections in the 
hands of money from far away. It 
comes from another State. It comes 
from another area of the country. It 
comes from people who live perhaps 
thousands of miles from that voting 
precinct. To make just a small contri
bution as a matter of token support 
might be all right, on a voluntary, 
strictly voluntary basis without any
thing expected in return. That would 
have no kind of a wrong attitude 
about it or any suspicion about it. 
Something like that is nice enough to 
help a person along, especially if he is 
a friend. But when it comes to raising 
millions of dollars from throughout 
the Nation, contributed by people or 
companies that do not personally 
know the candidate; much less know 
him well enough to have confidence in 
him or her, or have a faithful judg
ment of their ability to cope with the 
known problems that are going to con
front them, even before they are 
sworn in and certainly as long as they 
are in office; I just do not believe that 
we can let that practice continue to 
operate. We cannot continue to oper
ate that way and continue to maintain 
integrity of our local elections. 

We are driving the local people away 
from elections, because they do not be
lieve in those practices. They do not 
believe in the possibility of having 
their local elections taken over by 
some person or group that they do not 
know and about the purposes of which 
they know nothing. It creates a suspi
cion that these groups are not all 
good. 

I am not trying to berate or run 
down or raise questions about any in
dividual. I am thinking in terms of a 
pattern of conduct. The Constitution 
of the United States says that Mem
bers of this body shall be elected by 
the people, by the people of the re
spective States. Now we went more 
than 100 years, during which the legis
lators from each State elected the 
Members of this body. But that was 
changed through a constitutional 
amendment. I remember just as a boy 
when it arose at the insistence of the 
people, because they wanted to exer
cise that political power themselves at 
their own voting precincts and in their 
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own voting places and under their own 
election managers, rather than to con
tinue to relate it to a faraway city or 
some other process. Finally a few 
years ago, we hit on this system of 
campaign finance that has rapidly de
teriorated. I am not accusing anyone 
of being a crook-what I am saying is 
this is taking the heart, the soul, the 
feeling, and the self-respect away from 
these people who live and vote at 
these precincts. This system is taking 
elections far, far away, to wherever 
this money came from, and it is creat
ing conditions that cannot avoid af
fecting and changing the election 
process at the expense of the local 
people. 

That is the substance of my plea. 
Now the substance of this amend

ment here today is an invitation to 
hold down and circumscribe and di
rectly control the amount of this out
side money. There were provisions in 
here trying to meet this matter with 
money out of the Treasury, but this 
latest proposal leaves that language 
aside and provides that if any candi
date spends more than allowed under 
the terms of this law, then the other 
side shall be paid out of the Federal 
Treasury a sum equal to two-thirds of 
the State expenditure limit. 

That will keep the matter cleaner 
and will tend to reduce campaign 
spending because the man that has 
the overrun will be building up a sum 
of money for his opponent to draw 
from the Treasury. 

(Mr. ADAMS assumed the Chair). 
Mr. STENNIS. That is not an inva

sion of the money that is in the Treas
ury. This is an effort to keep elections 
clean, to keep it in the hands of the 
people who are to be served by these 
candidates, whichever one is elected, 
and thereby avoid what has come to 
be a new problem in elections. 

Now I am not suggesting that elec
tions everywhere in every State or 
every precinct is filled or touched with 
this evil, this wrong, this pattern that 
destroys in effect a lot if not all of the 
purity of the election. 

Furthermore, if the spirit and inter
est is lost by the local people, with 
whom this right belongs, and I submit 
it is exclusively theirs, if there is some
thing wrong with them then you kill 
the spirit of the entire election. We 
must not let that happen. 

There are those who have worked 
very hard on this issue. And as for 
those who do not see a need for 
reform, I do not accuse them of having 
a bad motive; of course not. It is 
always a problem to work out a plan 
for elections. But, if we do not contin
ue until we find a way here through 
some law that we can agree on we are 
riding hard for a fall of almost the 
worst possible kind. I think that those 
of us who are here now who can see 
these things that are going on in many 
places, can interpret what the real 

meaning of these developments is. At 
the same time have the real power 
here as Members of this body to stop 
that unfaithful and that questionable 
method of campaign financing that we 
have dropped into and, keep these 
elections clean and unpolluted and not 
subjected to being taken over by out
side interests. 

I wish that everyone, everyone in 
America, every citizen, could have an 
opportunity of visiting Philadelphia, 
PA, as was our privilege a few weeks 
ago when about 40 of the Members of 
this body and about 100 Members of 
the House of Representatives, all 
gathered together at Philadelphia, P A. 
There we were, escorted around that 
great city and into the historical build
ings. Everything is in its place like it 
was when the Constitution of the 
United States was written, where the 
Declaration of Independence was writ
ten, and where all these other things 
connected particularly with our early 
history happened. 

It was my privilege to be among 
those that were there and went 
through these very places I have de
scribed. And it was a great thrill to me. 
They said, "Where do you want to sit? 
In the chair George Washington sat in 
when the Constitution was being writ
ten, or do you want another chair?" 

I said, "Give me Mr. Washington's 
chair." And I had the privilege of oc
cupying if for at least 30 minutes. 

But the thrill comes from the over
all satisfaction, satisfaction that there 
in that very building and in those 
rooms, in the premises there, that the 
standards, the standards that has 
proven so satisfactory to us as a whole 
and so productive to us as a whole suc
cessfully for 200 years. We have taken 
space that was a wilderness then, 
except for a relatively small percent of 
that that constitutes our 50 States 
now-then we had only 13-and it has 
grown into more than 260 or 270 mil
lion people. 

It gives you that feeling of strength, 
thanksgiving, realization of the possi
bilities, but it makes you think, too, 
that we have got to keep elections 
clean, we have got to keep them on a 
high level. I do not think there is any
thing, anything, about our entire 
system of government that is quite as 
important as the preservation of high 
standards and clean standards in our 
elections and to keep those elections 
strictly in the hands of the people. 
They will make some mistakes. They 
will make some outstanding mistakes, 
at times. But as a whole, there will be 
satisfactory products, results obtained 
and the average service rendered by 
those elected under this system will be 
the average for the people. It will have 
standards of conduct, it will have 
standards of principles, and the best 
will work out as a whole for the bene
fit of the people and the strength of 
the Nation. 

I am not a wise person by any 
means, but when it comes to observa
tion and experience, I have served 402 
people, think of that, by observation 
and experience, I have some knowl
edge of the high purposes and the 
high standard of conduct and the ef
fectiveness of the work of these people 
over the years in the growth of our 
Nation. 

So there is your proof. And I feel 
confident-! am not referring to any 
individual-but I feel confident if we 
continue to neglect these standards 
for our elections, our election pat
terns, if we continue to neglect these, 
then we are riding for a fall. And if we 
fall in that department, reform may 
not come quick enough. 

So I hope that we will continue to 
take this matter quite seriously and in 
some fashion work out a simple plan 
that will carry with it the high pur
poses and the fine production that has 
brought us these results of the very 
highest kind. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair suggests the absence of a 
quorum. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 

TIME LIMITATION AGREE-
MENT-NOMINATION OF ALAN 
GREENSPAN, OF NEW YORK, 
TO BE A MEMBER OF THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF 
THE FEDERAL RESERVE 
SYSTEM 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, as in ex

ecutive session, I put the following re
quest which has been cleared through 
the distinguished Republican leader, 
and I make the request at this time 
with his approval. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, as in executive session, that on 
the nomination of Alan Greenspan to 
be a member of the Board of Gover
nors of the Federal Reserve System, 
vice Paul A. Volcker, resigning, there 
be a time limitation of 30 minutes to 
be equally divided between and con
trolled by Mr. DOLE and Mr. PROX
MIRE, and that at the conclusion of the 
30 minutes, or the yielding back there
of, a vote occur on the nomination of 
Mr. Greenspan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, it will be 
the intention of the leadership to go 
to the nomination today at about 4:30, 
or between 4:30 and 5 p.m., and a vote 
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then would occur roughly 30 minutes 
thereafter. It will be a rollcall vote. 
the yeas and nays will be ordered later 
in the day. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

SENATORIAL ELECTION 
CAMPAIGN ACT 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
rise to discuss the election reform bill, 
s. 2. 

Some of my colleagues have stood on 
this floor and advocated abolishing all 
political action committees. Not only is 
this not a good idea but, in my judg
ment, it is a terrible idea. 

In supporting S. 2, I support aggre
gate limits on PAC giving. I support 
aggregate limits because I believe it 
brings balance to fundraising. Howev
er, abolishing PAC's would deprive 
many citizens of an opportunity to ac
tively participate in campaigns and 
would likely not stand a court chal
lenge. If you attempted to do that. 

Mr. President, that is not what S. 2 
is all about. I think many who have 
supported an effort to abolish political 
action committees are using it as a 
subterfuge because they do not want 
to have real election reform. They 
know we are not really going to do 
that. 

We have talked a good deal about 
the outrageous spending of PAC's and 
their inordinate influence. But let me 
point out that all PAC's are not multi
million dollar operations. Many PAC's 
are small, well-run groups which truly 
represent their members' views and 
allow different ideas to be brought and 
heard, the chance for many voices to 
participate. 

Let me take a few minutes of the 
Senate's time to tell you about one 
such PAC in my State of Arizona. The 
Salt River project is a water and 
power utility serving central Arizona. 
Salt River project's PAC is known as 
PPIC. PPIC had 229 member employ
ees in 1986, 189 of whom made contri
butions to PPIC. The average contri
bution was $120.81 for a total in 1986 
of $22,834.56, to be exact. 

So this is not an outrageous PAC 
that we ought to be targeting to elimi
nate. 

PPIC made contributions to 105 can
didates in 1986. Only eight of those 
contributions were for amounts of 
$1,000 or more, and most were for a 
few hundred dollars. 

In addition to funding candidates, 
PPIC has an active voter education 
program. They hold candidate forums 
and provide nonbiased detailed infor
mation on Federal and State candi
dates running for office. 

PPIC has set out for itself lengthy 
and detailed ethical guidelines for the 
operation of their PAC. Among the 
guidelines is an assurance of confiden
tiality for all members so that there 
can be no pressure to give and no sane-

tions for not giving to the PAC. The 
advisory committee which makes the 
decisions on where to give contribu
tions is made up of members repre
sentative of the membership. Impor
tantly, the guidelines go on to assure 
that PPIC will honor not only the 
letter of the law but the spirit of the 
Federal, State, and local election laws 
as well. Finally, PPIC explicitly states 
"PPIC contributions will not be con
tingent on the promise of a vote or 
action on a specific topic, issue, bill or 
regulation." 

Mr. President, as I believe I have il
lustrated, PAC's are not inherently 
evil. They are part of a good, sound, 
healthy political process. What is evil 
is the level of PAC giving which we 
have seen in recent years. By enacting 
aggregate limits on PAC giving we 
insure that voices like those of the 
Salt River project employees are still 
heard, in an effort to join together in 
what I think is a positive approach. 

Let me add, Mr. President, there are 
many other such political action com
mittees. Political action committees 
were not instituted primarily or initial
ly to simply raise a bunch of bucks to 
try to influence Members or candi
dates on how they might vote on 
issues. They were put together many 
years ago by labor and environmental 
groups. They were put together to 
educate their members as well as raise 
money. 

Some may scoff at that, saying, 
"Senator, do not tell me that the AFL
CIO PAC was put together to educate 
their members, or the environmental 
PAC was put together to educate their 
members, or the Salt River PPIC to 
educate their members. They were 
not. They were put together to get 
money to buy influence." 

Well, that is not true. One of their 
main goals is educational. Unfortu
nately, we have seen many political 
action committees that have been con
verted to influence peddling, but still 
there are many of them, as I have 
pointed out in this statement, that do 
other things, that do educate their 
members, that educate the public by 
public forums, that print monthly 
periodicals and other information that 
is circulated among employees. 

What is better than an employee, a 
registered voter talking to his neigh
bor or his relatives about some politi
cal issues, and that is what the educa
tion part is all about. Second, what is 
better than for that employee to feel 
that "I make $20,000 or $30,000, I can't 
afford to give $100 to every legislative 
candidate that I like. I might like 10 or 
12 of them-or to the U.S. Senate 
nominee or U.S. House nominee-but I 
can give $125 to this political action 
committee which will then put that to
gether with some other contributions 
and give a contribution to some candi
dates who I think are honest and are 
going to do a good job." 

That is what political action commit
tees are all about, Mr. President. I 
think it is unfair to give them a bum 
rap because some here on this floor 
opposeS. 2. 

HAPPY BIRTHDAY, SENATOR 
STENNIS 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
want to congratulate the senior Sena
tor from Mississippi on his birthday. It 
is a happy day for him, indeed it is a 
happy day for all of us. Senator STEN
NIS was kind to this Senator when I 
came here some 11 years ago. He had 
been a colleague and contemporary of 
Ernest McFarland. Governor McFar
land had served in this Senate with 
the Senator from Mississippi and I 
know that Senator McFarland called 
the Senator from Mississippi before I 
came here, along with his senior col
league, Senator Eastland, and intro
duced this Senator to them over the 
phone. I remember going to see the 
Senator from Mississippi and how he 
recounted to me the conversation he 
had with former Senator McFarland 
and the hospitality and warmness 
both Senators from Mississippi ex
tended to me when I first came to the 
Senate. 

Senator STENNIS reminds me very 
much of my father; he was a man of 
principle, a man who understood the 
strength of an institution and the im
portance of an institution. But the 
Senator also realizes that life changes 
and that you have to look to the 
future with the younger Members of 
this body as Senator STENNIS did for 
me when I first joined this body. 

I wish the Senator a happy birthday 
and thank him as one Member for 
always considering the younger gen
eration. Now I have to look to younger 
generations coming along and share 
this institution, not only its history, 
precedents and love that the Senator 
has for it but also the leadership to 
consider the direction it should go. It 
is a tribute that the Senator has 
served so long in this body and now 
serves as the able chairman of the Ap
propriations Committee. If I had a hat 
on, I would take it off to the Senator 
and if I could applaud right now, I 
would applaud. But I wish him God's 
blessings in prosperity and continued 
leadership in this body. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DECONCINI. I will be glad to 
yield. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
very much for his kind and generous 
words and say, too, that I remember 
quite well the good impression we had 
of the Senator when he came to the 
Senate. But the happiest thought of 
all is how he has blossomed, risen to a 
place of high responsibility and has 
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had an outstanding role to play. I 
thank the Senator very much. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I join in 
the comments made by my distin
guished friend from Arizona about our 
good friend, the senior Senator from 
Mississippi. He has been an inspiration 
to all of us, and I congratulate him on 
this special occasion in his life. 

It is not unusual that he would be on 
the floor having come to talk about 
the matter of great importance to our 
form of government, our constitution
al form of government, being one of 
those who has encouraged me all 
along the way in trying to do some
thing about campaign finance reform. 
He said to me, "I am concerned about 
what is happening in this institution 
from my perspective and I am con
cerned about what will happen to our 
country if the people who go to that 
ballot box back in those voting places 
all across this country lose control of 
their own government. We are going 
to have terrible problems." 

His concern has been a major factor 
in altering me to the problem we are 
trying to deal with in the bill that is 
before the Senate at the present time. 
But it is not just in that area of en
deavor. It has been in many, many 
others; that simply by watching the 
Senator from Mississippi, watching 
the example and observing the exam
ple that he sets for all of us, I have 
been led to try to do what I thought 
was right on a number of issues. 

We are asked very often, can people 
serve in public life for a long time and 
have a great impact and still keep 
their personal standards of integrity, 
still have their character intact, still 
live by the standards of ethics that we 
would want to see in all those with 
whom we must work and have deal
ings. 

I do not know that it would be ap
propriate to refer to the Senator from 
Mississippi as professor, but he has 
been a professor who has taught all of 
us in this Senate about personal integ
rity, about love for our country, about 
the courage of conviction, about cour
tesy, about kindness, about concern 
for his fellow human beings. 

I wish him well and special congratu
lations on this day and thank him as 
one of his many pupils for the lessons 
he has taught this Senator as I know 
he has taught many, many others. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I warmly thank my 
friend for his generous remarks. Along 
with the rest of the membership and 
people of this Nation, I am indebted to 
him for the fine and outstanding work 
he has done with regard to this knotty 
problem with which we are dealing. I 
believe he is going to improve the law 
in a very meaningful way without 
being extreme. More power to the Sen
ator. I am going to back him. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Mississippi. 

Let me say in his coming to the floor 
again and again, if there are any days 
I get discouraged and wonder are we 
going to make it across that line and 
finally make the kinds of changes that 
are going to be needed to restore the 
integrity to the election process again, 
make sure that the people have con
trol of their own government, elec
tions are decided on issues and qualifi
cations and not on the basis of who 
can raise and spend the most money, if 
at any time I am fainthearted or 
wonder if the fight is worth it, I look 
around and there is the Senator from 
Mississippi on the floor with an en
couraging word, ready to continue 
that fight until we ultimately win. 

I would say also that the distin
guished majority leader would be an
other one who continues that kind of 
encouragement and that kind of tenac
ity. With the Senator from Mississippi 
and the Senator from West Virginia 
saying we are going to keep this 
matter on the national agenda until 
we finally do something that will help 
this system and will help this country, 
I have every confidence we are going 
to get it done. I thank the Senator 
from Mississippi for his encourage
ment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BOREN. I will be happy to yield 
to my distinguished leader. 

Mr. BYRD. I also thank the Senator 
from Mississippi, but I think we all 
have to say Senator BoREN is our 
leader in this matter. He is the one 
who has persistently pressed ahead, 
worked hard on the legislation, knows 
it up side and down, down side and up, 
inside and out; it was his idea to begin 
with, and I continue to look to his 
leadership and his guidance as we 
press forward with this matter, and I 
hope for an ultimate conclusive victo
ry for democracy. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished leader for his kind 
words. That is exactly what is at stake, 
the integrity of the political process, 
making sure that the people retain 
control of their own government at 
the grassroots and that we do not end 
up putting the highest positions of 
public trust in this country on the auc
tion block for a decision based upon 
who can raise the most money. That is 
not what the people want. That would 
be a dereliction on our part of our 
duty to uphold the constitutional 
process. 

We are going to continue and will 
keep coming back again and again, 
until we finally forge the agreements 
that will make it possible to move 
ahead in this area. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to add my voice of praise and com
mendation to the distinguished Sena
tor from Mississippi, JoHN STENNIS, on 
this occasion of his birthday. 

I remember that about 2 years ago, 
I, along with a large number of Sena
tors, went to his hometown, De Kalb, 
MS. There, the people of De Kalb and 
surrounding areas had gathered to 
help him celebrate his birthday. 

There was a great outpouring of love 
and affection by friends and neighbors 
who had known him and his father 
and others before him, in his home
town. There is nothing like hometown 
folks who know an individual. 

De Kalb is not a big place. It is a 
small community, a little smaller than 
the community I live in. Those people 
are the salt of the Earth. They know 
an individual for his character and his 
integrity. 

The great outpouring of love and af
fection that was displayed by his 
hometown and home area people was 
evidence of the fact that he stands tall 
with the people who know him best. 

So it is a pleasure to be here today. I 
have so many things I could say about 
him that I might be accused of filibus
tering if I talked a long time. 

He and I have much in common. We 
are from the South. We have back
grounds that go back generation after 
generation. 

I have enjoyed very much the tales 
he has told us about his early years, 
how his father would raise cotton and 
then take it over into Alabama and 
ship it down to Mobile in those days. 

He and I had the privilege of being 
judges. Not too many Members of the 
Senate today served on the bench. 
That gives you a different perspective, 
and I think a better perspective, of in
dividuals and of human nature. 

So I am delighted to participate in 
this occasion, and I wish you a happy 
birthday. 

I had the pleasure of speaking at 
that birthday celebration, and I ended 
my speech with an old Irish prayer, 
and I would like to see if I can remem
ber it, to wish you well on this birth
day. The old Irish prayer goes like 
this: 
May the road rise to meet you. 
May the wind always be at your back. 
May the sun shine warm on your face 
And the rains fall soft on your shoulders, 
And may the Good Lord hold you in the 

hollow of his hand during the remain
der of your days. 

We admire you, we respect you, we 
love you, Senator JoHN. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator warmly for his fine 
words and his generous spirit. I claim 
that being his neighbor has contribut
ed a lot to me. Knowing the Senator 
from Alabama gives me great strength. 

BICENTENNIAL OF THE 
CONSTITUTION 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, Septem
ber 17, 1987, will mark the Bicenten
nial of the Constitution of the United 
States. Many will doubtless remember 
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when we celebrated the 200th anniver
sary of the Declaration of Independ
ence just over 11 years ago. Well, I be
lieve that the Bicentennial celebration 
of the Constitution is equally, if not 
more important. As Senators know, 
the Constitution is the frame work 
and blueprint for our government
the oldest government that has been 
in continual existence anywhere in the 
world. It combines our individual 
rights and liberties with a governmen
tal structure unique for this then 
fledgling Nation, but sufficient to pro
vide order and security to protect 
those individual rights and liberties. 

The upcoming bicentennial offers 
each of us an opportunity to study, ex
amine, and appreciate the Constitu
tion. Without a working knowledge 
among the citizens of this Nation of 
our charter of liberties, our govern
ment would soon perish, because ours 
is a "government of the people, by the 
people, and for the people." Its func
tioning and survival depends entirely 
upon the capacity of all people to un
derstand and to participate in our con
stitutional system. Our government is, 
therefore, only as strong as the under
standing and will of the people who 
comprise it. To help promote this un
derstanding, I wish to address the his
tory and fundamental nature of our 
Nation's Constitution. 

By fighting the Revolutionary War 
in 1776, our forefathers had estab
lished America's independence from 
England. They had proclaimed that 
"all men are created equal, that they 
are endowed by their Creator with cer
tain unalienable rights, that among 
these are life, liberty, and the pursuit 
of happiness." Undoubtedly, many of 
you have at some point in your lives 
been asked to memorize this section of 
our Declaration of Independence. But, 
at the time independence was declared 
in 1776, our forefathers had no actual 
government which would ensure that 
these rights would survive. In the his
tory of the world, many peoples have 
momentarily grasped freedom only to 
let it slip through their fingers. Our 
forefathers were in a similar precari
ous position. Although they had ob
tained the rights which all mankind 
inherently strives and struggles for, 
our· forefathers were in danger of 
losing them without a government 
which would secure these basic free
doms and protect their safety. 

On November 15, 1777, Congress 
adopted the Articles of Confederation. 
These articles of government were fi
nally ratified by the States in 1781, as 
the Revolution neared its end. At this 
time, after years of war, struggle, and 
sacrifice, our forefathers' new Repub
lic-the United States of America-was 
finally self-governing. 

Yet this government was highly in
effective. Its primary fault was that 
the National Government was not 
strong enough to address issues and 

problems which faced the country. 
When it was devised, many of the Na
tion's leaders were suspicious of a cen
tralized government. They were fear
ful that a government which wielded 
too much power would become a tyr
anny, similar to the British Crown 
they had opposed so fervently. And 
each of the Thirteen Colonies refused 
to surrender the power it had gained 
by winning the Revolutionary War. 
So, although the 13 States were joined 
what was called "a firm league of 
friendship with each other," each 
State retained its own "sovereignty, 
freedom, and independence." Essen
tially, the United States was com
prised of 13 individual nations. Each 
State worked independently to satisfy 
its own ends. For example, each State 
issued its own currency. Each main
tained its own army, and each individ
ual State was responsible for regulat
ing its own trad.e and commerce. 

You can, perhaps, imagine the con
fusion which resulted from the diverg
ing laws and regulations that were 
adopted by the various States. Because 
of differences in currency, $1 in one 
State had a relative value of only 50 or 
75 cents in another. How was the price 
for a product in one State to be deter
mined when it was being purchased 
with currency from another? Also, 
each State had different laws gov
erning trade. Often, one State would 
not allow goods from a bordering 
State to be offered for sale. This was 
absolute and complete protectionism. 
Each of these factors led to an eco
nomic depression which fostered 
dissatisfaction in the new Republic. 

Furthermore, though there was a 
national Congress which met regularly 
and had the power to conduct diplo
macy, declare war, and deal with Indi
ans, there was no President to execute 
laws or to personally oversee relations 
with other nations. Neither was there 
any national court system. And be
cause taxation was viewed as one of 
the greatest powers that could be held 
by Government, it was reserved by the 
States. When the National Govern
ment needed money, as it did at this 
time to pay the enormous debt it had 
assumed during the Revolutionary 
War, it was bound by the Articles of 
Confederation to appeal to the States, 
which would then collect revenue di
rectly from individual citizens. Often, 
however, the States did not comply 
with these requests. 

The national debt was compounded 
by a large private debt owed by United 
States individuals to British mer
chants. The British refused to surren
der forts along the Ohio River in ac
cordance with the Peace of Paris until 
after the debts owed to British mer
chants were paid. With this excuse, 
they continued to enjoy the lucrative 
fur trade, and to retain the allegiance 
of Indians. Likewise, the British mer
chants refused to trade with the 

Americans until they were paid. And, 
other nations, such as France, refused 
to give the United States Government 
any additional credit until the money 
owed them was paid. This debt, both 
that held by the National Govern
ment, and that held by individuals, led 
to a lack of credit which also contrib
uted to the economic depression that 
plagued the farmers, merchants, and 
bankers of the young nation. 

Additional problems resulted from 
the foreign occupation of lands which 
were adjacent to U.S. territories. The 
Spanish King claimed the lands which 
stretched west of the Mississippi. Yet, 
their agents would not allow Ameri<(a'F1 
explorers and fur trappers to navigate 
or chart the rivers in this area. They 
would even use the Indians as a tool, 
stirring them up to fight against U.S. 
explorers and settlers. As I have men
tioned previously, the British still oc
cupied the Ohio River Valley, and 
they, too, manipulated Indian senti
ments against American trappers and 
explorers. 

Because the Government established 
by the Articles of Confederation was 
not strong enough to adequately re
solve the problems facing the young 
Republic, many of our forefathers be
lieved that a change in the articles 
would facilitate the operation of the 
National Government. But a substan
tive change in the articles required 
unanimous consent by each of the 
States. And there was always an objec
tion by at least one State to any pro-
posed change. · 

The summer of 1786 was an especial
ly frustrating time for America. The 
country was being hurt by an econom
ic depression that stifled commerce 
and farming. Armed conflicts had even 
taken place between States over vari
ous trade restrictions. The Indians, 
stirred up by the Spanish and British, 
were, again, posing a dangerous threat 
to settlers. Additionally, pirates in the 
Barbary states of North Africa had 
seized American ships and sold their 
crews into slavery. Even if Congress 
had agreed to pay the tribute demand
ed by the pirates for free navigation 
into the Mediterranean, there were 
not enough funds in the National 
Treasury to do so. No relief for any of 
these problems appeared to be in 
sight. Any legislative action by the Na
tional Congress was vetoed by one or 
more of the States. 

Finally, national leaders hoped that 
a meeting which was scheduled to take 
place in the fall of 1786 at Annapolis, 
MD would provide answers to the 
many commercial problems which 
faced the Nation. However, a total of 
12 delegates from only 5 States arrived 
in Annapolis on September 11, 1786, to 
discuss commercial matters. Repre
sentatives from other States either 
were not sent or had not yet arrived. 
After 3 days the delegates to what has 
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become known as the "Annapolis Con
vention" decided that it would be 
fruitless to continue. With such poor 
attendance, nothing substantive could 
be accomplished. On September 14, 
immediately prior to adjourning, the 
Annapolis Convention drafted and 
adopted a resolution asking each State 
to send representatives to a new con
vention which would assemble in 
Philadelphia in May 1787. This meet
ing would not be limited to commercial 
matters, but would address all issues 
necessary, as they wrote, to "render 
the Constitution of the Federal Gov
ernment-the Articles of the Confed
eration-adequate to the exigencies of 
the Union." Thus, the foundation for 
a Constitutional Convention had been 
set. However, at this time, very few of 
the Nation's leaders believed that the 
Articles of the Confederation should 
be fundamentally changed or rewrit
ten. 

But in the fall of 1786, conditions 
were so bad in parts of America that 
many citizens resorted to arms in 
order to solve their problems. In Mas
sachusetts, a revolt was led by a man 
named Daniel Shays, who had served 
as captain in the Revolutionary War. 
Shays was a natural leader. After the 
war, he had been regarded as a hero, 
and personally knew George Washing
ton and other national leaders. As con
ditions in Massachusetts worsened, he 
led dissatisfied farmers in a rebellion 
against the Massachusetts govern
ment. These farmers where angry over 
the exorbitant land taxes, the high 
cost of litigation, and the high salaries 
of officials. Shays' rebellion was con
sidered a grave threat to the entire 
Union by leaders in every State, for 
Captain Shays had a wide appeal 
among people in each State who had 
experienced similar frustration. 
George Washington expressed senti
ments common among the Nation's 
leaders when he said: 

It was only the other day that we were 
shedding our blood to obtain constitutions 
under which we now live-constitutions of 
our own choice and making-and now we 
are unsheathing the sword to overturn 
them. 

Shays' rebellion lasted from the fall 
of 1786 until February 2, 1787. Shays 
and his men were finally defeated by 
Gen. Benjamin Lincoln, a Revolution
ary War hero for whom the town of 
Lincoln, AL, was named. However, the 
concept of a revolt greatly concerned 
Americans everywhere. Many people 
feared that our glorious young Nation 
would dissolve into tyranny or anar
chy-that they would lose the free
doms and liberties for which so many 
had bravely fought, shed blood, and 
died. The main result of Shays' rebel
lion was to enlist support among 
people in every State for a stronger, 
more centralized National Govern
ment. 

Rather than to stand by idly as the 
Union disintegrated into an anarchy, a 
few bold men began to consider the 
upcoming Constitutional Convention 
in Philadelphia as a forum in which to 
rewrite the Articles of the Confedera
tion. It could provide the means by 
which to give the National Govern
ment more power and so meet the 
needs of a growing nation. Foremost 
among these farsighted saviors of our 
freedoms and liberties were, perhaps, 
James Madison, who is known as "the 
Father of the Constitution," and Alex
ander Hamilton. 

For many months prior to the meet
ing of the Constitutional Convention, 
James Madison, a 36-year-old attorney 
from Virginia who had also served in 
the National Congress, busied himself 
by studying various forms of govern
ment that had been instituted during 
the history of the world. By the spring 
of 1787, when he was chosen to repre
sent Virginia as a delegate to the Con
stitutional Convention, he was, by far, 
the most knowledgeable source on 
forms of government in the United 
States. Perhaps he, more than any 
other, realized the true importance of 
the convention when he said that its 
action "would decide forever the fate 
of republican government." Likewise, 
Alexander Hamilton had long been an 
advocate for a Constitutional Conven
tion. In 1786, he had written a propos
al for what he termed as "a conven
tion of the States for the purpose of 
strengthening the Federal Govern
ment." When the convention was fi
nally called, delegates naturally 
looked to him for leadership. 

The Constitutional Convention as
sembled at Independence Hall in 
Philadelphia, P A, from May 25 
through September 17, 1787. Fifty-five 
delegates, including Madison and 
Hamilton, represented 12 States. 
Rhode Island was the only State 
which sent no delegates. People there 
believed that the Convention was un
lawful, that it would meddle in the af
fairs of the States, and that the small
er States would lose their representa
tive power. There were other notable 
figures who were not present. Thomas 
Jefferson and John Adams were away 
on other Government duties. Patrick 
Henry was appointed, but refused to 
serve because he opposed a strength
ened National Government, and 
Samuel Adams and John Jay were not 
appointed by their States. Still, as you 
know, many of the Nation's most 
prominent, respected leaders were in 
attendance at the Convention. George 
Washington was elected President, 
and Benjamin Franklin served at the 
age of 81. 

When the Convention began, the 
delegates had been charged with the 
"sole and express purpose of revising 
the Articles of Confederation." Later, 
however, a majority of the delegates 
decided against simply revising the ar-

ticles, and on June 19, 1787, voted to 
replace them with a new Constitution. 
Yet, though the delegates knew that 
the Articles of Confederation were an 
unsuitable and unworkable form of 
government, they could not immedi
ately agree on a definite replacement. 
The disagreement among the dele
gates was so great that Benjamin 
Franklin proposed that the Conven
tion begin its meetings each day with a 
prayer. On June 27, 1787, he said 
that-

I have lived, Sir, a long time, and the 
longer I live, the more convincing proofs I 
see of this truth-that God governs in the 
affairs of men. And if a sparrow cannot fall 
to the ground without his notice, is it proba
ble that an empire can rise without his aid? 

Franklin's proposal was overwhelm
ingly adopted. 

Finally, two major alternatives to 
the Articles of the Confederation were 
offered for consideration. The first 
plan, the Virginia plan, presented by 
Edmund Randolph of Virginia, pro
posed a bicameral legislature-two sep
arate houses:-with proportional repre
sentation of the States in both cham
bers. As you can imagine, this plan 
would have benefited States with large 
populations. The Virginia plan provid
ed for a president who was chosen by 
the legislature, a judiciary, and a 
council comprised of the executive and 
the judiciary branch which possessed 
a veto over legislative enactments. Be
cause the president was chosen by the 
legislative branch, it was feared by 
some that the president would pledge 
loyalty to the legislature instead of to 
the people. Additionally, the smaller 
States did not support representation 
based on population. They believed 
that each State should have an equal 
vote in all matters. In order to solve 
many of these problems, William Pa
terson proposed the New Jersey plan. 
His plan was a modification of the Ar
ticles of Confederation which would 
have given Congress the power to tax, 
to regulate foreign and interstate com
merce, and which would have estab
lished an executive and a supreme 
court. This plan was favored by the 
smaller States because it would have 
provided for equal representation 
among the States in the national con
gress. 

After long debate, the Connecticut 
delegates suggested a compromise 
which settled the problem regarding 
representation in Congress. Their plan 
incorporated provisions from both the 
Virginia plan and the New Jersey plan. 
Known as the Great Compromise or 
the Connecticut Compromise," it 
adopted the bicameral congress as pro
posed by the Virginia plan, but with 
provisions of the New Jersey plan. The 
Congress would be divided between an 
upper chamber, in which the States 
would have equal representation, and 
a lower chamber, in which representa-
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tion by the States would be deter
mined by population. Thus, this plan 
was agreeable to representatives of 
both large and small States. This 
agreement dispensed with one obstacle 
which faced the delegates, but there 
were many more rivers to cross. 

In addition to the bicameral Con
gress, the delegates eventually agreed 
to the creation of an executive, and to 
the formation of a Federal judiciary. 
In this way, the government was divid
ed into three separate branches. The 
delegates assigned certain powers to 
each individual branch of government 
so that no one entity would possess a 
disproportionate share of power. No 
one branch of government would wield 
total control. Rather, a system of 
checks and balances was instituted 
which would ensure responsible gov
ernment. All money bills would origi
nate in the House of Representatives, 
but could be amended in the Senate. 
The Congress would still have the 
power to declare war, to raise and 
maintain armies, and to provide and 
maintain a navy. Proposed legislation 
would have to be passed by both 
Houses of Congress, and agreed to by 
the President. The President would 
also have the authority to enforce the 
laws, to negotiate treaties with foreign 
nations, subject to the approval of the 
Senate, and would be designated as 
the Commander in Chief of the Armed 
Forces. The judiciary would have the 
authority to settle disputes between 
States, and between individuals. The 
agreement reached by the delegates 
also provide the National Congress 
with the authority to levy and collect 
taxes. It would additionally be solely 
authorized to coin money, and to regu
late commerce both with foreign na
tions and between the individual 
States. With these new powers, the 
National Government would be able to 
address, and solve, many of the prob
lems which faced the nation. 

The Constitution that was agreed to 
by 39 of 55 delegates to the Constitu
tional Convention was an attempt to 
establish "a more perfect Union." 
Indeed, these are the first words of 
the Constitution they wrote, which 
begins: 

"We the People of the United States, in 
order to form a more perfect union, estab
lish justice, insure domestic tranquility, pro
vide for the common defence, promote the 
general welfare, and secure the blessings of 
liberty to ourselves and our posterity, do 
ordain and establish this Constitution for 
the United States of America. 

Though the Constitution had been 
written, agreed to, and finally signed 
by a majority of the delegates on Sep
tember 17, 1787, it had not yet gone 
into effect, and was by no means law. 
There were many noteworthy oppo
nents of the strong centralized govern
ment for which the Constitution pro
vided. Before it was to become the law 
of the land, 9 of the 13 States had to 

agree to its provisions through the 
ratification process. Thus, an impor
tant debate began among the citizens 
of each State. Both supporters and op
ponents began to discuss every aspect 
of the document that had resulted 
from 9 weeks of consideration in 
Philadelphia. Few people understood 
the importance of the Constitution as 
fully as George Washington, when he 
warned that: 

Should the States reject this excellent 
Constitution, the probability is, an opportu
nity will never again offer to cancel another 
in peace-the next will be drawn in blood. 

Few States were as crucial to the 
ratification of the Constitution as was 
the acceptance by New York. In antici
pation of the narrow vote which would 
occur there, Alexander Hamilton and 
James Madison, the two who had pro
vided such leadership during the Con
vention itself, were joined by John Jay 
in drafting a series of essays which 
argued the need for and necessity of 
the ratification of the Constitution. 
Their essays, which are now known as 
the Federalist Papers were published 
under the penname of Publius, a deri
vation of the Latin word which meant 
the public. These essays attracted at
tention far beyond the borders of New 
York and were instrumental in the 
ratification of the Constitution. Since 
that time, they have provided guid
ance and insight into the intentions of 
the delegates, and the reasons behind 
many of their actions. The State of 
New York ratified the new Constitu
tion by a narrow margin of only three 
votes. 

Finally, New Hampshire was the 
ninth State to ratify the Constitution, 
putting it into effect on June 21, 1788. 
It was, in the words of Lord William E. 
Gladstone, a British statesman who 
served for 4 terms as Prime Minister 
of the British Empire: 

The most remarkable work ever struck off 
at a given time by the brain and purpose of 
man. 

Though the Constitution had, 
indeed, been ratified r.tnd was finally in 
effect, people in every State demanded 
that certain freedoms and liberties be 
put in print-not just implied. Thus, 
12 amendments were submitted to the 
people by the First Congress on Sep
tember 25, 1789. Of these, 10 were rati
fied and went into effect on December 
15, 1791. These 10 amendments to the 
Constitution comprise the Bill of 
Rights. 

The lOth amendment is of particular 
importance to the States of the Union. 
Where the Constitution preempts spe
cific powers to the Federal Govern
ment, it merely implies that the States 
would possess those which had not 
been reserved. This implication could, 
conceivably, have been the source of 
some conflict regarding whether the 
States actually held these powers. The 
lOth amendment dispels any question 
and places in the Constitution the 

basis for the powers held by the 
States. It reads that: 

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited 
by it to the States, are reserved to the 
States respectively, or to the people. 

One thing of which we should all be 
forever mindful is that the power 
given to Government by the Constitu
tion originates from the people. 
Therefore, the ultimate responsibility 
for the success of our system rests 
with the people. If the Constitution is 
to endure, if it is to continue protect
ing our rights, all citizens should take 
an active part in the government of 
our communities, State, and Nation. 

Our hold on democracy, on freedom, 
and on liberty is at times tenuous. Our 
rights have been threatened many 
times during our 199-year history. But, 
remembering the words of President 
Grover Cleveland at the time of the 
Constitution's centennial commemora
tion will help to give the resolve neces
sary to face future challenges. He said: 

If the American people are true to their 
sacred trust, another centennial day will 
come, and millions yet unborn will inquire 
concerning our stewardship and the safety 
of their Constitution. God grant they may 
find it unimpaired. 

As we approach the 200th birthday 
of our Constitution, I want each 
person to consider what they can do in 
this year of the bicentennial of our 
Constitution. I want to give each of 
you a challenge. Every high school, 
every church, each mayor and every 
town council should, themselves, form 
a council or commission to commemo
rate and celebrate the bicentennial of 
our Constitution. In this way, a thor
ough understanding of the precepts 
and workings of our charter of liberi
ties and government will be available 
to all. Each person will serve as an am
bassador for the celebration. 

After the Constitutional Convention 
adjourned on September 17, 1787, Ben
jamin Franklin was approached by a 
woman on the street as he left Inde
pendent Hall. "Well, Doctor," she said, 
"what have we got-a republic or a 
monarchy?" "A republic," he an
swered, "if you can keep it." 

On September 17, 1796, 9 years to 
the day after Dr. Franklin was ques
tioned on the street, George Washing
ton gave his Farewell Address after 
serving as America's first President. In 
it, he stated that "the independence 
and liberty you possess are the work of 
joint councils and joint efforts, suffer
ings, and successes." Because you will 
inherit the stewardship of our repub
lic, you must likewise act in joint ef
forts. You may also suffer hardships. 
But I assure you-if, as I know you 
will, you guard and protect our Consti
tution, you will be rewarded with suc
cesses. And someday, as Benjamin 
Franklin wished in the year of his 
death: 
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God grant, that not only the love of liber

ty, but a thorough knowledge of the rights 
of man may prevade all the nations of the 
earth ... 

SENATORIAL ELECTION 
CAMPAIGN ACT 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CoNRAD). The Senator from Washing
ton. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of S. 2, the campaign 
reform bill. 

Unfortunately, we have spent many 
weeks during the course of this session 
working to produce simply a consider
ation of S. 2, so that we could amend 
this bill and so that we could proceed 
forward with a campaign reform meas
ure. 

Many of us who were involved in the 
last campaign can only say to those 
who will be involved in the next cam
paign that our strenuous efforts on 
the passage of S. 2 and campaign 
reform to bring limits to the enormous 
expenditures which have occurred in 
the past are not something that we do 
in order to simply produce a record of 
the agony that we suffered in the last 
campaign, which was building toward 
a great crescendo, particularly in the 
months of October and November. 

Rather, it is to say to those who will 
run next time and even more impor
tantly to the American people that 
this process is rapidly going out of 
control. 

We have reached a point with in
stant communication, with the ability 
of people to raise large sums of money, 
with the willingness of some people to 
spend large sums of their own money 
that we are converting the political 
process, and particularly in races that 
are involved in statewide elections, 
into a system that will do no more 
than convert the Senate of the United 
States into an institution that is con
trolled by wealth. 

This is not why the Senate of the 
United States was created. In the de
bates in the Constitutional Conven
tion leading to the final Grand Com
promise in July 1787 we have a clear 
record that what was to be accom
plished was a compromise between 
States of smaller populations and 
those of larger populations to create 
instead of a unicameral legislature 
such as existed in the Parliament and 
in the parliamentary governments of 
various portions of the European con
tinent but instead to create a system 
that could properly unite our States 
that were small with those that were 
large and even more important to pro
vide a system of movement into the 
western portions of the country where 
new States would be formed that origi
nally would have small numbers of 
people but would feel that they were 

part of the Union and as part of the 
Union they would know that their 
rights were protected in the Senate of 
the United States which goes two by 
two rather than by population. 

If this body had been intended to be 
one, as was originally envisioned by Al
exander Hamilton and others, that 
would be appointed for life or to be 
like a House of Lords, that compro
mise would not have been adopted. It 
would be a great tragedy at the end of 
the 20th century if we were to change 
the condition and the complexity and 
the basis on which the Senate was 
founded to one that had been rejected 
by the original Founding Fathers. The 
Founding Fathers had a definite pur
pose in mind and it was not to create a 
House of Lords. 

I think some of us that have just 
completed campaigns probably feel 
more strongly about this than those 
who have not been in a campaign for 
even as short a period as 2 years ago. 
The escalation factor of expenditures 
in the number of outlets necessary is 
multiplying every day. I can remember 
a time when it was only necessary in 
my State, which is a relatively 
medium-size State, eight congressional 
districts, we only had to determine 
really two media markets. Now there 
are four. And if you begin to consider 
cable outlets you are close to 10. Each 
now requires an expenditure of 
money. That expenditure of money, if 
it becomes overwhelming in behalf of 
either candidate in the campaign, can 
mean that you do not become a credi
ble candidate at all. 

What we are talking about in this 
campaign reform bill is not to prevent 
people from establishing their meas
ure or establishing what they really 
are or taking measure of the other in 
the campaign, what we are trying to 
say and do is to be certain that people 
who run for office with a credible pur
pose are heard and that these people 
are recognized as being viable candi
dates. If you are not a viable candi
date, no amount of work by volun
teers, no amount of effort by individ
ual candidates, no amount of effort by 
small contributors will offset the fact 
that you are not known to be a candi
date. 

I think this last election was a most 
unusual one. There were a series of 
people elected to the U.S. Senate that 
were elected through very sophisticat
ed new campaigns involving the 
bunching of money, spending it at ex
actly the right time, and really a series 
of minor miracles which I can guaran
tee you, Mr. President, will be correct
ed for and is being corrected for at 
this very moment in every campaign 
shop with money in the entire United 
States. They will never be caught un
aware again. And since they will not 
be caught unaware, it means that the 
pressure on those to give money will 

become more and more every day that 
goes by. 

I am simply hopeful, Mr. President
and I know that the Senator who is 
the Acting President now shares this 
belief with me because we were two of 
that group who had a very unusual ex
perience of being able to challenge and 
were told that we could not do this be
cause of the relatively small amount 
of money that we had. But when we 
look at that relatively small amount of 
money, the amount of money that I 
spent, which was called relatively 
small, was more than had ever been 
spent in the race for the particular 
seat that I happened to run for. We 
spent more money than the candidate 
had spent for that election in 1980. My 
opponent spent three times as much. 

This is the basic problem that we are 
trying to correct. It is not just to level 
the playing field, but it is to make the 
playing field available. I am very con
cerned that in the next election and 
the one that follows, if this escalation 
continues, the younger candidates will 
drop out. The candidates who have a 
message will be overwhelmed. The 
candidates who have money will coast 
to victory. And, as we look around this 
body, the people who will be speaking, 
the people who will be addressing the 
issues of the day will all address them 
from the same perspective. A body 
that addresses all issues from the same 
perspective drops out a remarkable 
number of the American people. We 
do not want that to happen. 

Therefore, I hope we will move to 
consideration of S. 2. I hope that at 
least the motion to proceed will be 
adopted. I think we might state at this 
point that if it is not, this Senator, and 
I know a number of others, will be 
supporting procedural reforms that 
say that at least on the motion to pro
ceed it should be able to be presented 
to this body in a minimum period of 
time. Then if Members wish to amend, 
filibuster, spend their time, that pro
cedural step is over and the bill itself 
can form. 

It is impossible to correct a bill or to 
form it or to answer arguments on in
dividual or perhaps technical mistakes 
within a bill when it is not officially 
before the body. If it is not here where 
it can be amended and debate can take 
place, it cannot be perfected. 

So I hope that people will vojie for 
cloture, that we will proceed with this 
bill and, if not, that they will support 
reform so that a motion to proceed 
can be immediately adopted and, 
thereafter, the Senate can work its 
will. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the time 
that has been spent by Senator BoREN. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO SENATOR STENNIS 

I also on this day want to offer my 
congratulations to Senator STENNIS, 
who has been a friend for over a quar
ter of a century. He is a symbol of gal-
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lantry in the U.S. Senate. We all wish 
him very well on his birthday and 
many happy returns of the days to 
come. 

Mr. President, I simply hope, with 
his remarks and that of many of the 
rest of us, that those that are listening 
will understand that this is not a parti
san measure with S. 2. This is not a 
measure that does anything other 
than give the American people a 
chance, and particularly those from 
the smaller States, to have a fair voice. 
And that fair voice is important. This 
country must never divide into States 
large or small or into regional coali
tions, because the whole purpose of 
the Constitution was to create a union 
of States, not a division of States. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor, and I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, we have 
been discussing today S. 2, the meas
ure to reform the campaign finance 
laws. As has been made clear, there 
are several of us who have joined in 
presenting S. 2 initially, including the 
distinguished majority leader and 
myself and almost 50 Members of the 
Senate. 

We have been endeavoring to find a 
way to move this legislation forward; 
to move it forward because we sincere
ly believe that it deals with one of the 
most pressing items on the national 
agenda and that item is: What do we 
do to contain the ever escalating cost 
of campaigns? 

Just 9 years ago when I first ran for 
the U.S. Senate, the average cost of 
winning a U.S. Senate seat, the aver
age amount spent by a winning candi
date was $600,000. I thought that was 
an alarming amount of money to 
spend in a State the size of my State, 
for example, approximately 3 million 
people 9 years ago; $600,000. 

And since that time, we have seen 
the cost of campaigns go up and up 
and up, skyrocketing virtually out of 
sight. In some States, we have seen 
campaign spending for the U.S. Senate 
elections-not a Presidential election, 
but U.s. Senate elections-go as high 
as $25 million. And even in the aver
age-size State, just the average-size 
State, a State about the size of my 
State of Oklahoma, the average win
ning candidate in the last election 
cycle spent not $600,000, not $1.2 mil
lion, not $2.4 million, but $3 million in 
getting elected to the U.S. Senate. 

Mr. President, where is this all going 
to end? As I have recounted to my col
leagues on the floor previously, I was 

speaking to a group of students recent
ly just as I was speaking to a group 
over at the Dirksen Building, a group 
of interns, college students who are 
serving here and working here in con
gressional offices this summer. Just 
this afternoon, I was talking to them. 
I was talking to them about this prob
lem. Many of them expressed great 
concern about what is going to happen 
to the political process in this country; 
what is going to happen to the idea 
that every young person who dreams 
of performing public service will have 
an opportunity to enter into that pro
fession, will have an opportunity 
someday, if he or she is willing to work 
hard, has good ideas, good character, 
and is well qualified, to have a chance 
to run for office and to serve in the 
U.S. Senate or the House of Repre
sentatives someday. What is going to 
happen to that dream if we allow the 
cost of the campaign to continue to es
calate? 

I was talking to a group of high 
school seniors and asked them if they 
would like to serve someday in the 
Senate. A lot of hands went up, that 
they were interested in that. Then I 
said, thinking 12 years ahead and in 
no way exaggerating, but just looking 
at the rate of increase in campaign 
costs over the past 12 years, going 
from somewhere around $.5 million up 
to $3 million, and I just project that 
same rate of increase with no exag
geration at all, no change, just the 
rate of increase in the last 12 years, 
projecting forward 12 years, the figure 
was $15 million that came out as the 
estimate of what it will cost to run for 
the Senate 12 years from now when 
those high school seniors will be quali
fied by age to seek service in the 
Senate. 

I asked these students, "Those of 
you who are thinking about running 
for the Senate, have you started 
thinking about how you are going to 
come up with the $15 million it is 
going to take when you are old enough 
to run to try to serve in this body?" 

I will never forget the expressions 
on their faces, the expressions of feel
ing let down. "What has happened to 
our system? What is happening to our 
country? What is happening to those 
of us who might have a dream of 
public service in the future?" 

Mr. President, we cannot let that 
happen. Look at how it has already 
distorted what is going on in this insti
tution, how the massive amount of 
money that is required to run for 
office is already distorting the institu
tions of Government including the 
U.S. Government, of which we are all 
a part. 

Just at the current time, with the $3 
million figure, stop and think about it. 
That means that if you are going to 
raise $3 million to be ready to run for 
reelection, and if you just got elected 
this year, you have 6 years to get 

ready to raise that $3 million that it is 
going to take. You have to raise that 
figure a little bit because of the cur
rent rate of increase means that 6 
years from now it will be more like $6 
million than $3 million. 

Let us assume that it stays the same. 
That will mean you have to raise 
$10,000 every single week of your 
entire 6-year term to raise the $3 mil
lion necessary to run for reelection to 
the Senate, $10,000 each and every 
week. 

Mr. President, with all of the prob
lems we have in this country, problems 
with our trade imbalance, problems of 
millions of American jobs lost because 
we are no longer competitive in the 
world market, problems, challenges to 
the United States and our national in
terests and a highly volatile situation 
in the Persian Gulf, for example, as 
we meet today, problems in our own 
hemisphere, what to do about the 
growing influence of those hostile to 
the United States and our system of 
government in Central America, not 
halfway around the world but in our 
own back yard, how do we form a bi
partisan consensus about this? Prob
lem after problem. What do we do 
about the arms negotiations? Are 
there opportunities presenting them
selves of which we should be taking 
advantage? Problems that our con
stituents elected us to solve. Great 
issues of the day that we should be 
thoughtfully considering. And in the 
midst of all that, those of us who are 
elected to the Senate, who should be 
spending our time solving the prob
lems that our citizens sent us here to 
solve, must reflect on how we will raise 
$10,000 this week, $10,000 next week, 
$10,000 the week after that, and 
$10,000 the week after that, so that at 
the end of 6 years, we will raise the $3 
million now required in just the aver
age-size State to run for election in 
the Senate. 

People did not send us here to be 
full-time, year-round fundraisers. 
They sent us here to concentrate our 
abilities and interests on solving those 
problems that are facing our country. 
Something must be done about it, Mr. 
President. 

That is one of the reasons why those 
of us who introduced this legislation 
felt compelled to do something. That 
is why we feel so strongly that some
thing has to be done. That is one of 
the reasons. Spending is out of con
trol. It is taking the time and effort 
and energies that should be going into 
solving the Nation's problems. It is 
creating also the appearance of undue 
influence by money in the political 
process. 

We must not allow the people of this 
country to believe that the highest po
sitions in the public trust in our coun
try are for sale on the auction blocks 
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to those who can raise the most 
money to run an election. 

I am convinced that is one of the 
reasons why the United States now 
has the second lowest percentage of 
voting of any country in the Western 
World. Think about that. What a 
record it is. It is not a record of which 
we can be proud. 

I heard our colleague Jennings Ran
dolph not too long ago. He retired as a 
Member of this body after many years 
of distinguished service dating all the 
way back to the first 100 days of 
Franklin Roosevelt's administration. 
For 30 years, Senator Randolph, start
ing back in 1940, introduced the 
amendment to the Constitution to 
allow 18-year-olds to have the right to 
vote, 30 years of effort to introduce it 
and reintroduce it every 2 years before 
it was ratified and enacted. 

He was talking just this last week to 
a group of interns about his disap
pointment in the small percentage of 
those who had been given the right to 
vote having actually taking up the 
right. Imagine, there is only one other 
country among all the Western democ
racies that votes at a lower percentage 
than the United States. 

Here we are with the greatest oppor
tunity to influence what goes on in 
our world, the most powerful Nation 
on Earth, the freest Nation, and we 
take for granted the reason that we do 
not exercise our right to vote. I am 
convinced that part of that disillusion
ment keeping people away from the 
ballot box is their feeling that, back at 
the grassroots, one lone citizen cannot 
make a difference, that it is money, 
massive amounts -of money, raised in
crea,singly from special interest groups 
that will determine the outcome of 
elections anyway so why go to the 
polis to vote. 

We cannot afford that kind of disil
lusion with our political system. We 
have to do something about it. We 
have to restore some balance. It is not 
only the amounts of money being 
spent but where the money is coming 
from that is alarming. More and more 
and more of that money is coming not 
from the people back home, not from 
individual contributors back at the 
grassroots in that Senator's home 
State or that Congressman's home 
State, but by organized special interest 
groups, largely run by lobbyists here 
in Washington, DC. 

I say that not in derogation. Every 
group has a right to be represented by 
Washington representatives. Many of 
them are of great integrity and hones
ty and are here to explain the people 
they represent. But the money is 
being controlled by people here, not 
the people back home. Forty percent 
of all Members of Congress elected 
last time received over half of their 
contributions from outside of their 
home States instead of from people 
back home. The percentage of total 

campaign spending coming from the 
small contributor of $100 or less in the 
home State or district has shrunk in 
half over the last 10 years and the 
amount coming from special interest 
groups has skyrocketed. 

In 10 years we have gone from $12 
million to well over $100 million in po
litical action committees and the 
amount keeps going up and up and up. 

What happens to the concept of 
grass roots democracy? 

As one leader said not too long ago 
representing one of these special inter
est groups, he said, "I was talking to a 
Member of Congress the other day 
and he said that he got 80 percent of 
his money not from the people back 
home but from the people here in 
Washington. You can have fundraisers 
here in Washington raising several 
thousand dollars in one night." 

He quoted the representative as 
saying, "Isn't it a wonderful thing that 
you can raise all you money right here 
in Washington?" 

"I used to be so embarrassed; I had 
to go back home to people I knew, 
people who were voters in my own dis
trict and I had to ask them to give me 
a campaign contribution." He said, 
"Isn't it wonderful that all that has 
changed; now we can raise all the 
money here in Washington, DC and 
we don't have to bother the people 
back home by asking them to support 
our campaigns anymore." He said, 
"What do you think about that, Sena
tor?" I said, "Well, I am grateful that 
the Constitution at least requires that 
we have to trouble the people back 
home to vote in the elections or we 
could just solve the whole thing and 
let the people here in Washington, DC 
run it all, raise the money and have 
the election both." 

We at least leave a little place for 
the people back home at the grass
roots. 

But something has to be done about 
it, in all seriousness. It is out of bal
ance. What about this money coming 
from the special interest groups, the 
political action committees, be they of 
business, be they of labor, be they of 
single issue groups? Where do they 
invest their money? That is the term 
they usually use, investing their 
money in the political process. Do 
they give it equally to challengers and 
incumbents alike? No, they do not. 
You will find that about 82 percent of 
all that money is going to incumbents. 
They do not care if they are Demo
crats; they do not care if they are Re
publicans. They are incumbents. They 
are there. They are chairmen or rank
ing members of those crucial commit
tees and subcommittees where they 
need the doors opened to have their 
story told. People are just human. I do 
not think any Members of this body 
would be subject to being directly in
fluenced by campaign contributions. 

But what happens if there is only 30 
minutes left or 1 hour left or 5 hours 
of time before a crucial decision can be 
made in a committee and someone 
knocks on the door and wants to see 
that Member, somebody who repre
sents a group that has given $10,000, 
and someone else is knocking on the 
door, a constituent from back home, 
who has never been able to give but 
$5? What happens? Who gets the 
access? These groups end up giving 80 
percent of the money to incumbents 
because they are there, they need to 
deal with those subcommittees. They 
are going to be there for the 2 years or 
4 years or 6 years left in their term. 
They do not know if that challenger is 
going to win or not. And then what 
happens? Suppose they bet on the in
cumbent because they want the access. 
What happens if that incumbent loses 
to the challenger? Most of these 
groups are pretty fast afoot. You will 
find group after group, all of a sudden 
they give to the challenger who has 
won to help pay off his deficit. And we 
have scores of them. Millions of dol
lars are given to both sides. If they 
happen to give to the incumbent and 
the incumbent got upset, they quickly 
get on board with the challenger now 
that he is here and has office doors 
that need to be opened. 

So there needs to be a balance 
struck. We need to allow the people at 
the grass roots to have more input, 
and that is wby S. 2, and the substi
tute for S. 2 as now pending, provides 
that to qualify under our system as it 
is being set up, you qualify for certain 
benefits if you accept voluntary spend
ing limits. You also have to raise a cer
tain amount of your campaign contri
butions from small, grassroots contri
butions of $100 or more back in the 
home State or the home district, so 
that we make sure that we keep alive 
that concept of grassroots democracy 
and keep some balance to the process. 

So, Mr. President, there are reasons 
for our concerns, deep concerns. There 
is justification for very strong concern 
about what is going on. 

We cannot allow the cost of running 
for the United States Senate to run all 
the way up to $15 million in an aver
age size State. It is a disgrace we have 
allowed the situation to develop where 
a Member of the Senate has to spend 
every week raising an average of 
$10,000 every, single week without ex
ception for 6 years in order to have a 
chance to be reelected. 

That is a disgrace. It is a disgrace. 
We should not allow a system to con
tinue where more and more of the 
money is coming from special interest 
groups that are giving out that money 
not on the basis of the total record of 
a Senator, not on the basis of his or 
her record for honesty and integrity or 
the stands on issues but on a little 
narrow range of issues, not the whole 
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voting record, the three or four votes 
that are of interest to that interest 
group that year on which they rate us. 
They say, "Well, we will give the 
$10,000 only to those who are at least 
75 percent with us on those three or 
four votes. 

It is fragmenting us at a time we 
need to be coming together as Ameri
cans to deal with these serious prob
lems, trying to determine what is best 
for the people of this country. Cam
paigns are being more and more fi
nanced by special interests at a time 
all of us need to be challenged to look 
at what is right for all of this country 
in the years ahead. We cannot ignore 
it. We must do something about it. 

And so we introduced S. 2, and S. 2 
said if you accept the voluntary spend
ing limit-the Supreme Court has said 
we can no longer apply a mandatory 
limit. The Supreme Court decision of 
Buckley versus Valeo said you can no 
longer put a direct limit on how much 
candidates can spend. What is the 
only way you can do it? It has to be a 
voluntary limit, the Supreme Court 
said. How are you going to get candi
dates to accept the voluntary limit? 
You have to give them incentive, a 
package of benefits to encourage them 
to accept it. 

As was said in some movie, you have 
to think of some kind of offer they 
simply cannot refuse to entice them 
into a situation where they will volun
tarily accept these limits. So when we 
introduced S. 2 we said if you will 
accept the voluntary limit when you 
file, to get our campaign spending 
within some kind of reasonable level, 
you will then be eligible to get a cer
tain amount of money from the volun
tary-and you will raise it only 20 per
cent from PAC's, the rest from individ
uals, and you will raise a certain 
threshold amount from inside your 
home State from small contributors, 
then you will qualify for public funds 
from a voluntary checkoff pool, 
checked by people on their income tax 
return. That is the incentive to get 
you to accept the voluntary spending 
limits. 

There were those on the other side 
of the aisle-and I understand why 
they said what they said because I 
myself have had a lot of misgivings 
about public financing-who said, "We 
cannot support that because you have 
taxpayer's dollars in there. You have 
public financing in that. We do not 
want public financing." I understand 
that. 

That is why we are joining together, 
Senator ExoN from Nebraska, who 
himself had those strong misgivings 
about public financing, who said he 
could not support a bill with public fi
nancing, Senator BYRD, myself, and 
others, to offer a substitute. No longer 
do we automatically give those candi
dates who accept the voluntary limits 
public funds. 

Here is the way S. 2 would now work 
as we envision it under the new com
promise proposal which was offered. 
Fifty-three Members of the Senate in
dicated we want to shut off debate; we 
want to vote on this bill; we want to 
have campaign reform. There was a 
filibuster and we were blocked, the 
majority was blocked from acting 
upon its desire to have true campaign 
reform. Those who conducted the fili
buster said, "The reason we cannot 
accept this bill is that there are public 
funds in it." And so in the spirit of 
compromise, we said we will come for
ward and change this bill. 

Let me say this is a sincere effort. If 
those who oppose where we are now 
have difficulty with this particular 
formulation, I hope they will come to 
us, talk to us, see if we can have a 
meeting of the minds because we must 
not take this item off the national 
agenda until we have dealt with it. We 
owe it to those who elect us. When we 
took an oath to uphold the Constitu
tion, surely we undertook a responsi
bility to protect the integrity of the 
election process. That is a responsibil
ity that we must not shirk. 

This particular issue is not going to 
ge away. I can promise my colleagues 
it is not going to 'go away, as far as this 
Senator is concerned, until we deal 
with it. It does not have to be 100 per
cent a bill that this Senator would 
write if he could write the bill for all 
of the Senators. Of course not. We 
have to take into account the desires 
of the other Members of the Senate. 
But we must have meaningful cam
paign reform. 

I can promise my colleagues if we do 
not do it now, if we do not do it next 
month, this Senator is going to be 
back. And I have heard the majority 
leader say the same thing. We are 
going to bring this bill back; we are 
going to bring this proposal back; we 
are gointg to bring back true finance 
reform again and again and year after 
year after year until we finally do 
something about it. 

I have no doubt that we will do 
something about it. This is an issue 
that is not going to go away. Those 
who think they can just hide their 
heads in the sand and it will all go 
away and we will not have to worry 
about it anymore are wrong. 

The problem is not going to go away. 
As long as the problem is there, those 
who want to do something about it are 
not going to go away. We are not going 
to go away until something is done 
about it. 

The people back home are going to 
have an opportunity to judge the 
Members of the Senate on whether or 
not they want a system of elections 
that allows people to complete on the 
basis of ideas and ideals and hopes and 
plans for this country and qualifica
tions, or whether or not those people 
for whom they are being asked to vote 

want to have competition based upon 
who can buy elections and raise the 
most special interest money and obli
gate themselves. It is always necessary 
to think about obligations you are 
making when you have to face the 
task of raising $10,000 every single 
week you serve in public office. 

It is not going to go away, Mr. Presi
dent. The people are going to ulti
mately insist on something being done. 
The only question is, will we have to 
wait until a major scandal takes place 
that shakes this country to its roots 
before something is done, or are we 
going to take action before that hap
pens, to restore trust and confidence? 

So we have come with a new propos
al. The new proposal says, for exam
ple-say, a State has a $1 million vol
untary spending limit. I file for office 
and accept a $1 million spending limit 
and say I will live by that. What do I 
get in turn to encourage me to do 
that? I get lower mailing rates. 

You say, "Is that going to cost the 
taxpayers money?" No. Right now, all 
political parties, even the Communist 
Party and fringe parties, automatical
ly get the bulk mailing rate. We are 
going to take it away from them. It 
will raise more money than it will re
quire to finance this bill. 

We are going to give that mailing 
rate only to those candidates who 
accept the spending limits. It will 
probably be a saving to the taxpayers 
and an incentive to the candidate who 
accepts it. 

Second, candidates who do not 
accept spending limits will have a dis
closure on their ads, like "The Sur
geon General warns that smoking is 
hazardous to your health." It will be 
on television, radio, and direct mail: 
"This candidate does not accept volun
tary spending limits." 

So the people who are asked to vote 
for him or her will make the playing 
field fair. If Members of this body do 
not think the people care to have fair 
ground rules, do not think the people 
care about the massive cost of running 
for office in this country, fine. Let 
them have the courage of having that 
stamped on every ad and every letter. 
I will live by that. People make their 
judgments. All we are asking is that 
the people be informed about the can
didates' view on spending. 

So those are two of the incentives. 
Right now, also, broadcasters have 

to give the lowest rate on television 
and radio advertising to all political 
candidates. We provide that they only 
give it to candidates in the future who 
accept voluntary spending limits. 

Then we provide that if I have to 
raise $1 million, which is the spending 
limit, I have to raise all that privately. 
I have to raise it not from the Govern
ment, as in the original bill, but I have 
to raise it privately. I have to raise a 
threshold amount from small contrib-
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ORDER OF PROCEDURE utors in my home State, cannot take 

more than 20 percent from PAC's, 
mainly individual contributors in my 
home State. 

Then, as a standby enforcement 
mechanism, when public funds do 
come into play-in an unlikely case
No. 1, if I raise my $1 million and stay 
by the spending limit but my oppo
nent decides to go over the spending 
limit, then, as an enforcement tool, I 
can draw money up to an additional $1 
million from that fund, to offset the 
spending by my opponent. 

I do not think it will happen. If you 
know your opponent is going to break 
the barrier, will you do so? I do not 
think it will happen. But it stands 
there like a guillotine, to sweep down 
as a punishment if someone wants to 
try to buy an election. 

The other time it might come into 
play is if you are attacked by a so
called indpendent group and they 
start running ads against you on tele
vision, that group will be on notice 
that the candidate who has been at
tacked may draw money from the vol
untary checkoff on tax returns. I do 
not think money will be spent there, 
either, because why would a group 
make an attack on a candidate if they 
knew that he, in essence, would get 
free time to respond to that attack? 

It is necessary to have a device like 
that. In the original bill that we had 2 
years ago, the Boren-Goldwater bill, 
we had a provision that said the TV 
station had to give equal time if some
one was attacked. The broadcasters 
said: "We don't think it's fair for us to 
be the total enforcement mechanism, 
the judge of all this, the financier of 
all this." That was taken out of the 
bill by a vote of the Senate. But we 
have to put something in its place to 
discourage the flow of money. There 
has to be something to keep that from 
happening. 

So we offer S. 2 sincerely in the 
spirit of compromise. I think my col
leagues know that if I were ranked on 
my record for being partisan, I would 
probably be at the bottom of the list. 
On occasion after occasion, I have not 
hesitated to cross party lines to do 
what I thought was right. While I am 
proud of my party affiliation, my first 
responsibility is to be a good Senator 
for this country and to be an Ameri
can first. 

Sam Rayburn often said he thought 
that if you were going to be a good 
Democrat, you had to be a good Amer
ican first, and I cannot think of a 
better definition that came from one 
whose party loyalty was never in ques
tion. 

In this situation, all those on both 
sides of the aisle are called upon to be 
good Americans first. We cannot 
afford to let this break down along 
party lines. We cannot allow party 
concerns to prevent us from effecting 
meaningful campaign reform. 

This Senator has no interest in pro
posing a bill simply to help one party 
or the other. If this Senator were wise 
enough to write a bill that he would be 
sure would be absolutely neutral, that 
is what I would do. That is my goal. I 
am not for campaign reform to help 
one party, even my party. I am for 
campaign reform to preserve the in
tegrity of the election process. 

We have now presented a bill that 
does not have public funds in it, but it 
does have spending limits, voluntary 
spending limits, so that we can get 
spending under control. It is time for 
that. 

I send this message to my friends on 
the other side of the aisle and those in 
both parties who have hesitated about 
supporting campaign reform in the 
past: We are ready to do something 
good for our country. Join us. 

If, for some reason, you do not think 
this new proposal, which we offer in 
the spirit of compromise, is all it 
should be, if you think it can be im
proved, offer your suggestions to us; 
tell us what our own improvements 
would be. But join us, for the sake of 
the country and for the sake of the in
tegrity of the election process, in an 
effort to do something that will help 
our country. Join us in an effort to do 
something so that the young people I 
have talked to, who want to perform 
public service, can attain the hope and 
dream of being a part of this political 
process directly some day, so that they 
can keep alive their hopes and dreams 
of coming here and helping our coun
try in this arena, in which policy is 
worked out. Do not foreclose that op
portunity, and do not deprive the 
people back home, at the grassroots, 
of the sense that they, themselves, can 
make a difference in their own politi
cal process. 

When the people begin to believe 
that they cannot make a difference
when they lose heart-the vitality of 
this entire political system and the vi
tality of this country we love so much 
will be sapped. We must not allow that 
to happen. 

I urge my colleagues to reflect upon 
the compromise which will soon be of
ficially offered to the Senate for S. 2. I 
urge them to put aside party consider
ations and to join us in taking this 
reasonable and balanced step toward 
meaningful campaign financing 
reform 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SHELBY). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am 
ready to call up the nomination of Mr. 
Greenspan to be a member of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Re
serve System. The distinguished Re
publican leader has control of half the 
time on the other side of this nomina
tion. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, with the 

Republican leader's approval, I now 
ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate go into executive session to 
consider the nomination of Mr. Alan 
Greenspan, and that the time under 
the control of the Republican leader 
be transferred to the control of the 
distinguished Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. BOND]. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of ex
ecutive business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
nomination will be stated. 

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 
The legislative clerk read the nomi

nation of Alan Greenspan, of New 
York, to be a member of the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader yield me time on 
this nomination? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
has control of 15 minutes of the time. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
yield such time as I may require and I 
will be as brief as I can. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
Greenspan nomination as Chairman 
of the Fed is difficult for this Senator. 

First. There is nothing in the Green
span experience either in his long 
record of service to money center 
banks, or his role as an advocate for 
the Nation's largest and most powerful 
corporations, or his service as Chair
man of the Council of Economic Advis
ers in the Ford administration that 
shows independence. Mr. Greenspan, 
through no fault of his own, follows 
three towering and proudly independ
ent Federal Reserve Board Chairmen: 
William McChesney Martin, Arthur 
Burns, and Paul Volcker. The willing
ness to oppose and, if necessary, fight 
the unwise policies of those who hire 
him has never been demonstrated by 
Mr. Greenspan in any capacity. With 
his accession can the Fed kiss its 
prized independence goodbye? 

Second. At a time when the country, 
including financial institutions, are 
moving toward widespread mergers 
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and increased concentration, Dr. 
Greenspan testified last week that he 
doesn't even support the Sherman 
Antitrust Act of 1890, that has been 
for nearly 100 years the country's 
basic antitrust statute. This is special
ly pertinent. Here's why: The Federal 
Reserve is the agency that more than 
any other can deny or approve bank 
mergers. With the accession of Alan 
Greenspan as the country's preemi
nent bank regulator and the ruling 
force that will permit or deny bank 
mergers, the country may be poised on 
the verge of a transformation of the 
American financial economy into its 
greatest concentration since the turn 
of the century. 

Third. Most significant of all, Mr. 
Greenspan supports the abandonment 
of this country's long-term policy of 
separating banking and commerce. He 
does, indeed, favor the requirement of 
a so-called Chinese wall designed to 
keep the two apart. This Greenspan 
position puts him into direct opposi
tion on this critical issue with retiring 
Chairman Paul Volcker. Chairman 
Volcker told our banking committee 
just last week that he vigorously op
poses the merging of commercial firms 
with banks. Mr. Volcker contended 
that the Chinese wall does not and 
cannot effectively insulate a bank 
from the firm that owns it. Volcker 
contended there would be no reason 
for a commercial firm to acquire a 
bank if the commercial firm were fully 
and effectively separated from using it 
or managing it. 

And there are four strong points to 
be made in Alan Greenspan's favor. 
First, he brings to the Federal Reserve 
Chairmanship a clear commitment to 
follow monetary policies that will 
counteract inflation. The Federal Re
serve Board has been our country's 
main bulwark against inflation. Of all 
the prospective Chairmen the Reagan 
administration might have been realis
tically expected to appoint-except for 
Chairman Volcker-Greenspan prom
ises to be the most willing to pursue 
anti-inflationary policies. 

Second, the President has at least 
one vacancy to fill on the Fed Board. 
For several years it has been clear that 
this President has not followed the 
past practice of previous Presidents of 
consulting the Fed Chairman and rely
ing heavily on his advice in appointing 
other members of the Board. It is 
likely in view of the trust of the Presi
dent and his economic advisers in Mr. 
Greenspan they will once again rely 
significantly on the Chairman in ap
pointing other members. This will 
make the Board more cohesive and 
more likely to follow Greenspan anti
inflation policies. 

Third, if Dr. Greenspan were denied 
approval it is unlikely that the admin
istration would appoint a better quali
fied Chairman. 

Fourth, Mr. Greenspan has excel
lent personal qualities. He is intelli
gent. He is respected by the business 
community that knows him and his 
work. He is an extraordinarily civil 
and decent man. 

So with misgivings, with reluctance, 
this Senator will vote on balance for 
the confirmation of Alan Greenspan 
as Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board. 

Mr. President, because this is of 
such absolutely vital importance-the 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board had been called the second most 
powerful man in America-! ask for 
the yeas and nays on this nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 2 minutes. 
Mr. President, I am pleased to rise in 

support of such a distinguished nomi
nee as Alan Greenspan to be a 
member of the Board and Chairman 
of the Federal Reserve. I have known 
and admired Alan Greenspan since his 
days with the Ford Administration 
and have every reason to believe that 
he will be a fine Federal Reserve 
Chairman. 

During Mr. Greenspan's confirma
tion hearing before the Banking Com
mittee there was quite a bit of discus
sion about why anyone would want to 
take the job of Fed Chairman at this 
time. We talked about the enormous 
responsibility that Alan Greenspan 
has agreed to undertake. He will have 
to contend with an irresponsible' fiscal 
policy that we foisted upon the coun
try, trade deficits, budget deficits, lin
gering recession in some parts of our 
economy, the Third World debt crisis, 
record numbers of bank failures, an 
outdated legal structure for our finan
cial system. In addition, the Federal 
Reserve will probably continue to 
serve as a convenient scapegoat for all 
sorts of groups seeking easy answers 
or trying to avoid responsibility. Yet, 
Alan Greenspan answered the ques
tions that the Banking Committee put 
to him in a clear and forthright 
manner. He demonstrated the quali
ties that we would like to see in a Fed
eral Reserve Board Chairman: A 
sound grasp of economics, a willing
ness to take political heat from both 
Congress and the White House, the 
ability to make hard choices on very 
complex problems. 

The Congress has certainly not 
made the Fed Chairman's job any 
easier, and we have not been able to 
deal with the fiscal problems which 
contribute to the deficit. 

As for Mr. Greenspan's independ
ence, as our distinguished committee 

chairman has pointed out, Mr. Green
span has raised questions about the 
economic consequences of laws that 
this Congress has adopted in the past 
in antitrust and in financial institution 
regulations. 

I admire his independence. I hope 
that he will continue to question the 
economic impact of laws that we are 
considering because sometimes the 
laws that we pass do not conform to 
the laws of economics. 

There is, however, no question in my 
mind that he will follow the law, 
though he may question the economic 
soundness of particular provisions. 
Furthermore, and finally, I am confi
dent that Alan Greenspan is up to the 
heavy responsibility that faces the 
Chairman and that he will measure up 
to the very high standards of his pred
ecessor. I applaud his willingness to 
tackle these issues, although I might 
question his good judgment in being 
willing to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am happy to 
yield the time he may require to the 
Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. I certainly thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. President, I am planning to vote 
in favor of the pending matter about 
the new officer in this role. 

I want to say a word of appreciation 
for the services of the retiring Chair
man, Paul Volcker. I did not know Mr. 
Volcker before he came here. I had 
very little association with him during 
the tenure he served here. So there is 
nothing personal one way or the other 
about this. 

But I certainly admired him as an 
official in his poise, his deliberateness, 
his high sense of obligation to his duty 
and to his very fine knowledge and un
derstanding, as it seemed to me, about 
his mission and about the economy 
and what should be done or what we 
should try to do about it. 

It is a little out of my calling, but I 
called him up once and told him I 
would like to have breakfast with him, 
and he invited me to come over. I did 
not want to take his time, otherwise, I 
was very much impressed with the 
things that he said. All of those bad 
years we went through, with the high 
interest rates and other things, it was 
not any individual's fault, particularly, 
but he gave us an understanding of it. 
I am glad to be able to commend him 
highly and thank him, too. 

I yield the floor. I thank the Senator 
for yielding. 

Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
to support enthusiastically Dr. Alan 
Greenspan as a nominee to the posi
tion of chairman of the Board of Gov
ernors of the Federal Reserve System. 
We are truly fortunate to have a man 
of Dr. Greenspan's stature to succeed 
Paul Volcker. Because Dr. Greenspan 
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is no stranger to many of my col
leagues, I will refrain from reciting the 
entire litany of his professional and 
academic accomplishments-all of 
which are achievements that recom
mend him to the position for which he 
is under consideration. Most impor
tant of all, however, is that he is a 
native New Yorker. 

A review of Dr. Greenspan's bio
graphical sketch reveals that he is a 
very busy man. In addition to his posi
tion as chairman and president of 
Townsend-Greenspan, he currently is 
a member of the President's Economic 
Policy Advisory Board, Time maga
zine's board of economists, senior advi
sor to the Brookings Institute, and a 
consultant to the Budget Office. He 
currently sits on the boards of 7 major 
corporations and is a member of nu
merous other councils, commissions 
and noncorporate boards. 

Considering that he will have to 
sever many of these associations, it ap
pears that Alan may be viewing the 
position as Fed chairman as a way to 
reduce his tremendous workload. At 
his confirmation hearing I assured Dr. 
Greenspan that if anything his work
load would increase. As America's cen
tral banker he will be the ringmaster 
of the three-ring economic circus 
which is confronting the American 
and world economies. In one ring we 
have an increasingly weak dollar that 
threatens to push the inflation rate 
out of control if not properly moni
tored. In the center ring we watch 
both U.S. and foreign economies grow
ing at a slow rate that could easily slip 
into a global recession that could even 
more easily occur should interest rates 
climb too high. And in the third ring 
we watch the spectre of the entire 
world financial system walking the un
stable high wire of nonperforming 
Third World loans. 

In short, his job will not be an easy 
task-since, to a large extent we are 
entrusting him with the fate of the 
dollar, the course of U.S. interest rates 
and quite possibly the prosperity of 
the world economy. Of all the distin
guished bankers and economists who 
could have been considered, I believe 
that he is the best successor to the 
Fed chairmanship that the President 
could have chosen. Further, I would 
suggest to those who feel his nomina
tion will turn the Fed into an arm of 
the administration that they do not 
know him very well. The Alan Green
span that I know is not one who avoids 
the tough policy decisions for the sake 
of political expedience. 

I am confident that his tenure as 
chairman will be most successful. I say 
this not only because he is a friend but 
because his academic and professional 
training has prepared him for this po
sition. Therefore, I urge my colleagues 
in the Senate to swiftly confirm Dr. 
Greenspan, so he can get to work on 

the difficult tasks that we all know 
need to be done. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this 
vote to confirm Dr. Alan Greenspan as 
chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board has tremendous significance. 
Few people in Government have as 
much influence over the conduct and 
course of economic policy as the chair
man of the Federal Reserve. And this 
position is particularly important now, 
amid growing concerns about the sta
bility of our economy and the crucial 
role that monetary policy will play. 

The challenges facing the Federal 
Reserve at present are enormous, Mr. 
President. This country's budget and 
trade deficits are at staggering, un
precedented levels. Our dependence on 
foreign capital to finance these defi
cits has produced massive accumula
tions of foreign debt, transforming the 
U.S. from the largest international 
creditor to the world's largest debtor. 
And of utmost importance to an agri
cultural State like mine, real interest 
rates have remained extraordinarily 
high. Recent rises in interest rates 
have understandably sent shock waves 
through interest-sensitive sectors, rais
ing fears that the economy's growth 
could subside and that unfavorable ex
change rates could return. 

By his actions affecting interest 
rates and the availability of credit, the 
chairman of the Federal Reserve will 
have a profound effect on the stability 
of our economy over the next 4 years. 
But the Fed will also face considerable 
cross-pressures during this period. It 
will be urged to pursue expansionary 
policies to assure that the fiscal re
straint required to reduce the budget 
deficit does not produce a slowdown of 
the economy. Meanwhile, concerns 
about any resumption of domestic in
flation as well as international consid
erations could make the Fed reluctant 
to lower interest rates and allow fur
ther declines in the value of the 
dollar. 

I am very concerned about how the 
next Fed chairman will view these 
choices. High real interest rates and 
an overvalued dollar are literally life
or-death issues for my area of the 
country. Agriculture export markets 
were savaged by the extreme apprecia
tion of the dollar from 1980 to 1985. 
Exchange rates have clearly improved 
since then, but the dollar is still over
valued-especially in relation to the 
currencies of most of our leading agri
cultural competitors. If anxiety about 
inflationary pressures, which strikes 
me as misplaced at present, precludes 
any serious consideration by the Fed 
of the need to lower interest rates and 
let the dollar fall, the chances of 
strengthening growth and revitalizing 
sectors like agriculture are poor. 

The condition of American agricul
ture remains extremely vulnerable. In 
spite of signs that the farm recession 
may be abating, net farm income-in 

real dollars-is predicted to decline in 
1987. In fact, net farm income in real 
dollars has been lower in the 1980's 
than at any time since the beginning 
of the Great Depression. The farm re
cession has caused considerable diffi
culty for rural financial institutions
and driven many small bussinesses 
into bankruptcy as well. 

Mr. President, I recognize that Dr. 
Greenspan's economic qualifications 
are impressive, and that he has a dis
tinguished record of past public serv
ice. But I am deeply troubled by what 
I judge to be major downside risks to 
the stability of our domestic economy 
in the next several years. Dr. Green
span genuinely inherits an economic 
mess-the legacy of the Reagan ad
ministration's disastrously misguided 
policies. Without assurance that he 
use his influence to chart a substan
tially different course, I cannot sup
port his nomination. 

Mr. KARNES. Mr. President, I rise 
to urge my colleagues to support the 
nomination of Alan Greenspan for the 
chairman of the Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System. As a 
member of the Senate Banking Com
mittee, I have participated in the proc
ess of reviewing Dr. Greenspan's quali
fications and have seen his ability to 
respond in a very thoughtful and re
sponsible manner to the many ques
tions that the committee asked. 

Observers of the Federal Reserve 
and its outgoing chairman regard Mr. 
Volcker as a man whose political and 
economic intuition and skill have 
made him the best chairman in the 
Fed's 74-year history. Mr. Volcker's 
successor, Alan Greenspan, whose po
litical and analytical skills are formi
dable, is probably the best choice that 
could have been made to carry on the 
critical role of the Federal Reserve in 
this Nation's fight against inflation 
and improving economic prosperity for 
all Americans. 

As Dr. Greenspan has said himself, 
Mr. Volcker will be remembered for 
the economic and social pain that re
ducing the rampant inflation required. 
Home builders flooded the Fed with 
postcards mailed to protest the harsh 
impact on the housing market of the 
highest interest rates the country had 
seen since the Civil War era. Farmers, 
anxious to buy land to take advantage 
of soaring land and commodity prices, 
complained. Businessmen went into 
shock when the prime lending rate at 
commercial banks, to which the cost 
of their loans were tied, reached 21.5 
percent at the beginning of 1981. Now 
he is being credited in large part for 
the dramatic decline in inflation that 
we have had. Dr. Greenspan has pub
licly stated he would have made the 
same decision. He further stated that 
the long-term costs of allowing the in
flation to continue would have been 
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we paid. 
Mr. President, I have had the oppor

tunity to sit down and chat with Dr. 
Greenspan at length in my office. We 
spoke of monetary policy and its effect 
on important industries such as agri
culture, the heart of economic activity 
in the Midwest. I feel confident from 
our discussions that Dr. Greenspan 
will pursue policies of low inflation 
and steady economic growth that will 
benefit agriculture as well as the rest 
of the economy. Mr. President, I 
submit that Dr. Greenspan can make 
the difficult decisions that come 
before the Federal Reserve and will 
continue the assault against inflation 
that Mr. Volcker has so successfully 
begun. 

Dr. Greenspan must prove to the fi
nancial markets that he is a worthy 
replacement for the outgoing Fed 
chairman. He will also face political 
pressures by those who think that he 
should be more accommodating during 
next year's Presidential campaign. In 
the Ford administration, Dr. Green
span strongly supported the Fed's 
tight credit policies despite the deep 
recession those policies helped eng en
der in 1974 and 1975. Dr. Greenspan 
has been an outspoken backer of Mr. 
Volcker, often echoing the Fed chief's 
warnings about the dangers of a 
precipitous decline in the dollar. Dr. 
Greenspan stated recently: 

Under Paul's chairmanship, inflation has 
been effectively subdued. It will be up to 
those of us who follow him to be certain 
that those very hard-won gains are not lost. 
Assuring that will be one of my primary 
goals. 

In a striking endorsement of Mr. 
Volcker's policies, Dr. Greenspan 
added: "There are very few people in 
this profession who are more impres
sive than he and who seem to do the 
right thing at the right time almost 
every time." Mr. Volcker has stated 
himself that he was "very happy" that 
Dr. Greenspan was going to take over 
the Board of Governors. Dr. Green
span will be able to draw authority 
from his popularity in financial mar
kets which is considerable. Dr. Green
span is a man of considerable knowl
edge and experience and will do an ex
cellent job in one of the most impor
tant positions in this country. Mr. 
President, I wholeheartedly endorse 
the nomination of Dr. Greenspan and 
look forward to the benefit of his eco
nomic knowledge and expert counsel 
as we proceed to address the economic 
issues before us. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield 
back the balance of the time on this 
side. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there will 
be no further rollcall votes today after 
this rollcall vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time has been yielded back. The ques
tion is on the confirmation of the 
nomination. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that 

the Senator from Delaware [Mr. 
BIDEN], the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. PRYOR], and the Senator from Il
linois [Mr. SIMON] are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. GARN], the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
HEINZ], the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. McCoNNELL], and the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. STAFFORD] are nec
essarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. HEINZ] would vote "yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 91, 
nays 2, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 225 Ex.J 
YEAS-91 

Adams Gore Murkowski 
Armstrong Graham Nickles 
Baucus Gramm Nunn 
Bentsen Grassley Packwood 
Bingaman Harkin Pell 
Bond Hatch Pressler 
Boren Hatfield Proxmire 
Boschwitz Hecht Quayle 
Breaux Heflin Reid 
Bumpers Helms Riegle 
Burdick Hollings Rockefeller 
Byrd Humphrey Roth 
Chafee Inouye Rudman 
Chiles Johnston Sanford 
Cochran Karnes Sarbanes 
Cohen Kassebaum Sasser 
Cranston Kasten Shelby 
D'Amato Kennedy Simpson 
Danforth Kerry Specter 
Daschle Lauten berg Stennis 
DeConcini Leahy Stevens 
Dixon Levin Symms 
Dodd Lugar Thurmond 
Dole Matsunaga Trible 
Domenici McCain Wallop 
Durenberger McClure Warner 
Evans Melcher Weicker 
Ex on Metzenbaum Wilson 
Ford Mikulski Wirth 
Fowler Mitchell 
Glenn Moynihan 

NAYS-2 
Bradley Conrad 

NOT VOTING-7 
Biden McConnell Stafford 
Garn Pryor 
Heinz Simon 

So the nomination was confirmed. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the nom
ination was confirmed. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask that 
the President be immediately notified 
of the confirmation of the nominee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if nobody 
else wishes to speak while the Senate 
is in executive session, I ask unani
mous consent that the Senate return 
to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from South Carolina. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, 

parliamentary inquiry. What is the 
present parliamentary situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate is back on S. 2. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may 
proceed as if in morning business for a 
period not to exceed 3 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold briefly until I can 
get some consent business done? 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I will yield to 
the majority leader. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the fol
lowing consent agreement I believe 
has been advanced to the point now 
that I might be able to present it. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
Senate considers the conference 
report on H.R. 27, the Federal savings 
and loan recapitalization bill, there be 
a time limitation of 2 hours thereon, 
to be equally divided between Senator 
PROXMIRE and Senator GARN; provided 
further that no motion to commit the 
conference report be in order, either 
with instructions or without instruc
tions; and provided further that at the 
conclusion of yielding back of the 
time, the Senate proceed to vote on 
the conference report. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we 
have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distin
guished Senator from South Carolina. 

MEASURE PLACED ON 
CALENDAR 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when H.R. 
2893, a bill to reauthorize the Fisher
men's Protective Act is received in the 
Senate, it be placed directly on the cal
endar. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we 
have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 



August 3, 1987 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 22013 
EXTENSION OF CERTAIN PRO

TECTIONS UNDER THE BANK
RUPTCY CODE 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I would 

inquire of the distinguished · acting Re
publican leader, the distinguished Sen
ator from South Carolina [Mr. THUR
MOND], if Calendar Order No. 280 has 
been cleared on his side of the aisle. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, it 
has been cleared. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the acting leader. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar Order No. 280. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the bill. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill <S. 1577) to extend certain protec

tions under Title 11 of the United States 
Code, the Bankruptcy Code. 

The bill was considered, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed; as follows: 

s. 1577 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That Public 
Law 100-41 is amended by striking out "Sep
tember 15, 1987" and inserting in lieu there
of "October 15, 1987". 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the bill 
passed. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President I 
move to lay the motion on the table.' 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. THURMOND]. Mr. Presi
dent, I thank the distinguished Sena
tor from Hawaii [Mr. MATSUNAGA] for 
his courtesy in yielding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Hawaii. 

"HAUOLI LA HANAU," JOHN 
STENNIS 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President 
the majority leader has noted th~ 
birthday today of our most distin
guished colleague, the senior Senator 
from Mississippi and indeed the senior 
member of this body in service age
and Wisdom-JOHN CORNELIUS, STEN
NIS, our President pro tempore! 

The Senator hails from a State for 
which I hold great fondness. I recall 
the warm hospitality accorded to me 
and my comrades-in-arms by the 
people of Hattiesburg, MS, when as 
members of the 100th Infantry Battal
ion <Separate) we were stationed at 
nearby Camp Shelby, during the 
summer of 1942, shortly after the out
break of World War II. More recently 
it has become home to my daughter 
Diane, following her marriage to ~ 
native of Mississippi. 

The Mississippi Senator's Phi Beta 
Kappa key is evidence of his early 

wisdom which has gained increasing 
luster with the years. He has served 
the people of Mississippi as a State 
legislator, district attorney, judge and 
jurist, and, for the last 40 years, as a 
member of the U.S. Senate. His has 
be~n. and continues to be, a distin
gUished record. His wisdom is comple
mented by that of his constituents in 
continuing to return him to this 
aug_ust body. In the language of my 
native State: "Hauoli La Hanau " John 
Stennis. "Happy birthday!" ' 

HAPPY BIRTHDAY TO SENATOR 
STENNIS 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, it 
has come to my attention that today is 
the birthday of Senator JOHN C. STEN
NIS, of Mississippi. 

I have known Senator STENNIS for 
many years. When I was Governor of 
South Carolina, from 1947 to 1951, I 
recall that he visited our State I be
lieve, at the request of Senato; May
bank. Senator Maybank. Senator 
STENNIS spoke at that time and made 
a very fine impression. 

As the years have gone by, I have 
had the occasion to work with him 
since he has been in the Senate, and it 
has been a joy and a pleasure. 

I might say that in the summer of 
1922, he and I attended the same 
ROTC camp, Camp McClellan, in Ala
ba~a, the home State of the Presiding 
Officer <Mr. SHELBY). I did not know 
Senator STENNIS at that time, but I 
appreciate him because he did pursue 
ROTC and finished ROTC as a high
ranking cadet. 

I do not believe he was in a war after 
tha~. but he served his country well, as 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services and chairman of the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 

He is a man whom I think we could 
all emulate. He is a man of character 
he is a man of courage, he is a man of 
compassion, and he has fine profes
sional qualifications. 

_I co_ngratulate Senator STENNIS upon 
his birthday. My suite in the Russell 
Office Building is next to his, and we 
see a lot of each other. Our staffs 
work closely together. 

Although he is a Democrat and I am 
a Republican, we think very much 
alike. He is what you might call a con
servative Democrat, and conservative 
Democrats are very much like Repub
licans. A lot of them ought to be on 
the Republican side-for example, 
even the Presiding Officer at this 
time. 

I am proud of the friendship I have 
had with Senator Stennis. I am proud 
of the service he has rendered his 
country, and the Senate is better off 
because he has been here for these 
past number of years. 

I hope he has many more years in 
the Senate, and I wish him well in all 
his undertakings. 

APPOINTMENT TO NATIONAL 
COMMISSION ON INFANT MOR
TALITY 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair, pursuant to Public Law 99-660 
announces the selection, made jointly 
by the Senate majority leader and the 
Speaker of the House of Representa
ti_ves, of Diane E. Watson, of Califor
ma, to serve as a member at large of 
the National Commission on Infant 
Mortality. 

HARTWICK COLLEGE TURNS 
BACK CLOCK 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President 
from our hillside farm in Delawar~ 
County, we look across the Valley of 
~h~ S~squehanna-still, at this point 
m Its JOUrney, little more than a trout 
stream-at the great green hills of 
Otsego. There stands dour Crumhorn 
which Sir William Johnson character~ 
ized as a "worthless piece of land cre
ated by the Almighty for wild beasts 
and rattlesnakes" and one on which 
Timothy Murphy, the hero of Sarato
ga had a close encounter with a roam
ing band of Senecas. Off to the South
west, however, are the gentler hills of 
Oneonta, on one of which will be 
found the beautiful red stone build
ings of Hartwick College. It has been 
there as Hartwick Seminary since 
1797, but with unusual diffidence it 
has until just this past Saturday been 
content to describe itself as having 
been founded in 1928. I can attest that 
the original vellum charter issued by 
the Board of Regents 131 years earlier 
is even now on display in the Presi
dent's office, and I rejoice that after 
due and deliberate consideration Presi
dent Philip S. Wilder, Jr. and the 
trustees have officially changed the 
date of the college's founding to 1797. 
Thus Hartwick enters the select group 
of 33 American colleges that were 
founded before the 19th century. 
Almost all, we might add as Seminar-
ies. ' 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
report of this event from this morn
ing's Oneonta Star, and I am sure the 
Senate will join with me in welcoming 
Hartwick to the precious company of 
the ancient institutions of our land. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Daily Star, Oneont a , NY, Aug. 3, 

1987] 
HARTWICK COLLEGE TURNS BACK CLOCK 

TRUSTEES OFFICIALLY CHANGE DATE OF 
COLLEGE'S FOUNDING TO 1797 

The Hartwick College Board of Trustees 
has adopted 1797, the year Hartwick Semi
~ary was established, as the college's found
mg date, putting the college in an elite 
group of 33 colleges t hat were founded 
before the 19th century. 

The college was actually started 131 years 
later, in 1928, by the seminary. But in 1947, 
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AID TO THE CONTRAS the seminary went out of business, leaving 

the heritage to the college. 
Philip S. Wilder, Jr., Hartwick College 

president, wanted the college's founding 
date to show its complete ancestry. Satur
day, he announced the new founding date at 
the annual reunion of Hartwick Seminary 
alumni, whose status as alumni of Hartwick 
College is clarified by the change in date. 

" It appears that the founding date was 
not changed in 1947 out of solicitude for 
people who felt they had brought the col
lege into being in Oneonta 20 years earlier. 

"There is no longer any reason to refrain 
from correcting the record. The survivors of 
the 1928 contingent support a change," 
Wilder said. 

"Normal procedures in the consolidation 
of two corporate entities call for the use by 
the resultant organization of the founding 
date of its earliest constituent part," he 
said. 

Hartwick's ancestry was noted on a histor
ical marker given to the college by the state 
Education Department in 1950, "describing 
the present institution as 'founded in 1797 
as Hartwick Seminary, chartered as 
Hartwick College in 1928,' " Wilder said. 

Planning has already started for the col
lege's bicentennial in 1997, he s~id . 

The new founding date took effect Satur
day, Aug. 1. 

RETIREMENT OF JAMES RESTON 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 

there cannot have been many Mem
bers of the Senate or persons active in 
government in Washington and else
where in the Nation, and indeed in 
capitals the world over, who failed to 
note with a kind of sad happiness that 
James Reston, at age 77, after 48 years 
with the New York Times, has decided 
it was time to get on with his vegeta
ble garden at Fiery Run, VA, and very 
important town meetings in Nantuck
et, which demand more of his atten
tion than they have received in the 
past, as well as like matters, leading 
him to make the decision to stop writ
ing the two or three columns a week 
he has written for 30 years. 

It will not be by any means the end 
of his writing, but the end of that iron 
routine to which he submitted for so 
very long and with such great exam
ple. 

In the age when I think we might 
say Americans still could read and still 
would read, there has not been a more 
influential pen in this capital. He was 
fair. He was persistent. He was incapa
ble alike of vindictiveness or unfair
ness. 

He was the perfect example of a pro
fession at its height in this city, as it 
had not ever been before and which I 
will never experience again. 

The story goes that President Eisen
hower once asked, with the kind of as
perity he could summon on occasion, 
"Who is this man who is telling me 
how to run my Government?" I think 
it would have been fair for· those of us 
who have watched Mr. James Reston, 
watched his work, and watched the re
action of other Presidents, to say to 
Mr. Eisenhower: "Mr. President, he is 

not telling you how to run your Gov
ernment. He is telling other people 
how you run it" -a different and im
portant point. It is that assessment 
that has mattered so much. 

I know Presidents whose day was 
made when they found that Reston 
had approved what they were doing in 
the morning. Presidential output dou
bled before the day was out. 

It is in that spirit that the Washing
ton Post prints a lovely tribute, 
"James Reston Between Jobs," in this 
morning's edition, and I ask unani
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edito
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

JAMES RESTON B.ETWEEN JOBS 

Up in New York at Brand X, James 
Reston published his last regular op-ed page 
column yesterday. Mr. Reston pointed out 
that he had been a reporter for the New 
York Times for 48 years now and has been 
writing two or three columns a week for the 
past 30. He thinks that's about enough, at 
least of the regular column regimen. "I'm 
off for a while," Mr. Reston explained-in
voking all those made-to-be-dashed fanta
sies busy people always have about at last 
finding time to work on the vegetable 
garden- but he did say he planned to return 
to the paper to write "when I please." We 
know Mr. Reston well enough to believe, not 
just to hope, that the writing and reporting 
will continue to preempt concern for the 
well-being of the rutabagas. Mr. Reston is 
first and foremost, primarily and hopelessly 
a journalist. His vegetables should not get 
their hopes up too high. 

You cannot name anyone who has had a 
more pronounced and pervasive effect on 
the national news business than Scotty 
Reston, an unassuming, straight-arrow one
time sportswriter. In postwar Washington, 
through a period of greal political transfor
mation, when the country was accepting 
(grudgingly in some respects) a larger inter
national role and an expanded role for the 
federal government in domestic affairs, and 
when the role of journalism itself was being 
transformed, Mr. Reston was at the center 
of events-a hugely influential figure in es
tablishing new terms of coverage and new 
standards of commentary. 

He has been in enough fights over the 
years, and he hasn't always been victorious, 
or, for that matter, always right. But he has 
always been honorable and important, and 
he has always been a great worrier about 
the champion of the press. He worries about 
its standards, its obligations and its per
formance. He champions its right to do the 
job, to be there. Most notably, Mr. Reston 
has always been suspicious of the lazy, the 
flashy and the self-promoting in our busi
ness, and he tried to pass on these aversions 
to the large number of young journalists he 
more or less raised up in his day. 

We could offer some more reasons, but we 
don't think any more are required, for ex
pressing the hope that Scotty Reston will 
not stray too far or too frequently from 
journalism-where he belongs-into the 
fray with weeds and cabbage borers, which 
is a lost cause anyway. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BREAUX). The Senator from Iowa is 
recognized. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I want 
to talk this afternoon about the re
quest for aid to the Contras that will 
be coming our way from the White 
House, which I assume will come to 
Congress shortly after we return from 
the August recess. 

Mr. President, we are already seeing 
the drums being beaten on this sub
ject. Ads are appearing on television 
put on by certain right-wing groups 
promoting aid to the Contras. A half 
hour documentary will air on televi
sion soon, again paid for by private in
dividuals and groups around the 
United States who support aid to the 
Contras. And 30-second ads are al
ready appearing on major television 
stations throughout the country sup
porting aid to the Contras. 

Aside from the Contras themselves
! will have more to say about that 
later-what really concerns me now, 
Mr. President, is the Senate procedure 
that will rule consideration of aid to 
the Contras. 

Two years ago, the Senate under the 
Republican leadership pushed 
through what expedited procedures 
for aid to the Contras. According to 
this procedure, the President of the 
United States on this issue, aid to the 
Contras, controls the floor of the 
Senate of the United States. That is 
not the way the Constitution meant 
for it to be. Under this procedure, the 
President sends his request for aid to 
the Contras to the Senate. It is re
ferred to committee for 15 days, at the 
end of which any Senator can bring 
that request on to the floor of the 
Senate, ahead of all other legislation. 
The Senate gets 10 hours of debate, 5 
hours equally divided, and within 
those 10 hours all amendments must 
be offered, debated and disposed of. At 
the end of 10 hours there is an up and 
down vote on the aid to the Contras. 

Mr. President, I think that should 
strike my colleagues and the American 
people as very odd. On an issue of 
such major importance as aid to the 
Contras, which ranks at the top with 
all other issues dealing with national 
security, especially security in the 
Western Hemisphere, we are limited 
to 10 hours of debate, 5 on each side. 
Furthermore; this request does not go 
through the normal processes of being 
referred to the Foreign Relations 
Committee so they can call witnesses 
to discuss about it, and the committee 
to amend it. Even if the Foreign Rela
tions Committee were to vote down in 
committee aid to the Contras, as I 
said, by expedited procedures, any 
Senator at the end of 15 days can 
bring the resolution to the floor, and 
it then would take precedence over 
any other piece of legislation. 

Mr. President, right now, right this 
very minute, the President of the 
United States and his advisers can tell 
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you within 24 hours when the vote will 
occur on the Senate floor on aid to the 
Contras. 

So they control the timing of it. 
What is so important about that? 
What is important is I believe that the 
administration, knowing when the 
vote on aid to the Contras will occur, 
can orchestrate events in Central 
America to effect the outcome in Con
gress. 

I fear that the administration can 
orchestrate and will orchestrate a 
major military engagement between 
the Contras and the Sandinistas. Or 
perhaps the Contras could provoke a 
border skirmish with Nicaragua that 
could possibly lead to an encounter 
with Honduran or possibly American 
troops. In light of the disclosures of 
the Select Committee on the Iran
Contra Affairs, these events cannot be 
ruled out of the question. 

And on this point, I was very dis
turbed to read in Friday's Washington 
Times an interview with National Se
curity Adviser Frank Carlucci. When 
asked about the contra issue, Mr. Car
lucci is quoted as saying in the Wash
ington Times: 

The freedom fighter effort is on target, he 
said. "There will be results that will influ
ence Congress when the time comes." 

Because of expedited procedures, 
this Senate will vote on Contra aid. 
What does he mean when he says that 
there will be results that will influence 
Congress when the time comes? Well, 
what could those results be? A major 
Contra offensive? A border skirmish 
drawing in Honduran troops? A battle 
requiring the intervention of U.S. 
troops? 

Right now, Mr. President, the CIA is 
airlifting troops to the Nicaraguan 
rebels. Does this mean some kind of al
tercation with one of our aircraft car
rying CIA personnel? Does it mean 
drawing in some American troops that 
are now stationed near the Nicaraguan 
border? 

Mr. President, I do not have any 
inside information about any of these 
examples by, I repeat, I do not rule 
them out of order. 

We have learned from the Iran
Contra hearings that this administra
tion was prepared to turn our Govern
ment inside out, break the law, under
mine our Constitution, in order to 
keep the Contras alive. So I ask rhe
torically: Is it possible that this same 
administration would use the Contras 
to provoke an incident to win a few 
votes in Congress to continue aid to 
the Contras? Of course, it is possible, 
and not only possible, I think, proba
ble. I think the National Security Ad
viser, perhaps in a moment of un
guarded, realistic answers to a report
er's inquiries, dropped the ball when 
he said that "There will be results 
that will influence Congress when the 
time comes." 

Well, Mr. President, we need to pro
ceed with caution in the next 2 
months, as Congress prepares to con
sider the President's request for 
Contra assistance. 

I share with the President his con
clusion that our Nicaraguan policy is 
important both to domestic policy and 
to our international relations. Accord
ingly, Congress should give this issue 
the lengthy consideration it deserves. 

We can debate for days and days, 
weeks on end, our trade policy. And it 
is important to us and we should have 
debated it at length because it is that 
important. We can debate all summer 
long campaign finance reform. There 
is a filibuster on right now by the Re
publicans to keep us from voting on 
defense authorization for the security 
of our Nation. 

So we do debate things at length 
here that are very important to our 
country and they should be debated at 
length on the floor of the Senate. Not 
10 hours. Not 5 hours on one side and 
5 hours on another side. 

The request for Contra aid ought to 
come to Congress and be considered 
like any other request for aid to any 
other country. It ought to go to the 
appropriate committees; it ought to be 
authorized, and then it ought to come 
to the Appropriations Committees. 
Under expedited procedures, we do not 
have that power. We do not have the 
normal functioning of the U.S. Senate 
as we do under all other legislation. 

Mr. President, I would hope that our 
leadership will take every means possi
ble to finally eliminate expedited pro
cedures. It has no place in this body 
and it especially has no place when it 
concerns an issue of so much impor
tance to the American people; we, the 
Senate of the United States, should 
not be told by the White House when 
the vote on this matter will occur here 
and how it will occur. 

Well, Mr. President, because of the 
fact that we only have 5 hours for 
those of us who oppose Contra aid to 
debate this issue, I intend to address 
this week, Mr. President, a number of 
the issues related to the expected 
Presidential request. I will be taking 
the floor several times this week for 
lengthy discussions on who the Con
tras are, who the leadership of the 
Contras are, their relationships with 
the old Somoza government and the 
human rights record of the Contras. 
And in fact, I will use the administra
tion's own Commission on Human 
Rights to show how the Contras have 
acted when they are dealing with the , 
civilian population of Nicaragua. 

I would hope that this would not be 
necessary to take the time of the 
Senate this week but, under expedited 
procedures, what else can we do? 
Those of us who believe that the 
record ought to be clear and ought to 
be laid out in full as to the whole 

background of the Nicaraguan situa
tion have no other course. 

I think it very odd that Lieutenant 
Colonel North gets 2 weeks on televi
sion to give his side of the Contra 
story, while we get 5 hours on the 
floor of the Senate-5 hours, including 
amendments and all else. 

Well, I think the issue deserves more 
than that and that is why, Mr. Presi
dent, I will be taking the floor several 
times this week, as I said, to talk about 
the Contra issue, who they are, their 
human rights record. I intend to name 
names and lay it in the RECORD for the 
public to see. I do not know what the 
effect or influence it will have, but I 
believe that the public has a right to 
have put in the RECORD the other side 
of the story, a full and complete expo
sure of the Contras and our Contra 
policy; of the distortions and the du
plicity of this administration for the 
last 6 years in dealing with the issue; 
of the attempts made by many people, 
some in this administration, many on 
the floor of the Senate and in the 
other body, to reach a peaceful solu
tion to end the conflict in Central 
America and open up the political 
process in Nicaragua; and how these 
efforts have come to naught because 
this administration was intent on only 
one thing: aiding the Contras to over
throw the Government of Nicaragua. 

Mr. President, expedited procedures 
have no place on the floor of the 
Senate; they have no place, especially 
dealing with an issue of such concern 
to the American people. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the article ap
pearing in the Washington Times last 
Friday be printed in full in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CARLUCCI CITES CONTRA GAINS, COMPLAINS 
MEDIA IGNORE THEM 

<By Jeremiah O'Leary) 
The Nicaraguan resistance is scoring an 

increasing number of military successes over 
the Marxist Sandinistas, but t h e news 
media in this country are ignoring them, 
National Security Adviser Frank C. Carlucci 
said yesterday. 

Nevertheless, attitudes in Congress are 
shifting in favor of continued military as
sistance to the resistance and will be further 
abetted by additional rebel victories, Mr. 
Carlucci said in an interview yesterday with 
editors of The Washington Times. 

"The freedom fighter effort is on target," 
he said. "There will be results that will in
fluence Congress when the time comes." 

Meanwhile, President Reagan is expected 
to make an address to the nation to press 
his case for assistance to the resistance 
before he leaves Washington for a 25-day 
vacation in California on Aug. 13. 

A senior U.S. official said the speech will 
be made after Congress adjourns the first 
week in August, but the exact date for the 
address and the forum for it have not been 
decided. 
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Mr. Carlucci said Mr. Reagan has made no 

final decision on how much money to seek 
from Congress. 

Mr. Carlucci said Mr. Reagan intends to 
push the issue of aid to the Nicaraguan re
sistance in a series of speeches. 

But he complained: "One of the problems 
is that we consistently seem to be speaking 
with two voices to the rest of the world. 

"Everyone is casting an eye on congres
sional foreign policy as opposed to adminis
tration foreign policy," Mr. Carlucci said. 
"We need a bipartisan policy toward Latin 
America, and I think things are now 
moving. 

"If the Sandinistas begin to get a sense of 
bipartisanship as opposed to a Democrats 
vs. Republicans policy, I think we'll begin to 
get results," he said. 

Mr. Carlucci said Congress has a problem 
about making crisp, sharp decisions on for
eign policy and often gets into the imple
mentation of foreign policy instead of over
sight. 

But President Reagan intends to take his 
case to Congress, use his veto powers during 
the recess and "press his own foreign policy 
forcefully, " Mr. Carlucci said. 

He also recognized the impact of Lt. Col. 
Oliver North's testimony before the con
gressional Iran-Contra investigative commit
tees. 

"There is no question that Ollie North in
fluenced public opinion in a positive 
manner," Mr. Carlucci said. "He had the 
ideal forum at the hearings. President 
Reagan hasn't had that kind of forum." 

Mr. Carlucci said Mr. Reagan's speeches 
on this subject "don't get the attention they 
merit" in the media. 

The military successes of the resist ance, 
along with the U.S. economic boycott of 
Nicaragua and pressures from other Central 
American countries to negotiate, are "put
ting a squeeze on the Sandinistas", he said. 

"Add to that their own economic misman
agement, and I think there is a reasonable 
possibility of producing the kind of internal 
change which people in the region think is 
desirable," Mr. Carlucci said. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator suggest the absence of a 
quorum? 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
absence of a quorum is noted. The 
clerk will please call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Ms. Emery, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES 
REFERRED 

As in executive session, the Presid
ing Officer laid before the Senate mes-

sages from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations, 
which were referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 1 p.m., a message from the House 
of Representatives, delivered by Mr. 
Berry, announced that the Speaker 
had signed the following enrolled bill: 

S. 1198. An act to authorize a certificate of 
documentation for the vessel F/V CREOLE. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. STENNIS]. 

At 5:38 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House agrees to 
the report of the committee of confer
ence on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 27) to facili
tate the provision of additional finan
cial resources to the Federal Savings 
and Loan Insurance Corporation and, 
for purposes of strengthening the re
serves of the Corporation, to establish 
a forebearance program for thrift in
stitutions and to provide additional 
congressional oversight of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Board and the Fed
eral Home Loan Bank System. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate report

ed that on today, August 3, 1987, he 
had presented to the President of the 
United States the following enrolled 
bill: 

S. 1198. An act to authorize a certificate of 
documentation for the vessel F/V CREOLE. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and 
documents, which were referred as in
dicated: 

EC-1643. A communication from the As
sistant Vice President <Employee Benefits) 
of the Farm Credit Services, transmitting, 
pursuant to law. the financial reports of the 
Ninth Farm Credit District Retirement Plan 
dated December 31, 1986 and February 28, 
1987; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC-1644. A communication from the Ben
efits and Risk Manager of the Farm Credit 
Banks of Louisville, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the financial reports of the Farm 
Credit Institutions in the Fourth District 
Amended Retirement Plan for fiscal year 
1986; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC-1645. A communication from the gen
eral counsel of the Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed 

legislation to authorize the Secretary of the 
Treasury to issue regulations requiring that 
wages and salaries of Federal employees be 
paid by electronic fund transfer or any 
other method determined by the Secretary 
to be in the interest of economy or effective
ness, with sufficient safeguards over the 
control of, and accounting for, public funds; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1646. A communication from the Sec
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, notice of revisions to a Privacy 
Act system of records; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC- 1647. A communication from the Sec
retary of the United States Postal Rate 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the final rule entitled "Amendment to Do
mestic Mail Classification Schedule: Exten
sion of Collect on Delivery Services, 1987"; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1648. A communication from the 
Chairman of the Council on Environmental 
Quality, Executive Office of the President, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual 
report of the Council under the Govern
ment in the Sunshine Act for calendar year 
1986; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC-1649. A communication from the Di
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget, Executive Office of the President, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual 
report of the Office under the Freedom of 
Information Act for calendar year 1986; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-1650. A communication from the Ex
ecutive Secretary of the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the annual report of the Board under the 
Freedom of Information Act for calendar 
year 1986; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

EC-1651. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, notice of final annual funding priori
ty-Rehabilitation Long-Term Training Pro
gram <Rehabilitation Counseling); to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1652. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, final regulations-Formula Grants to 
Local Educational Agencies and Tribal 
Schools; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EC-1653. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, final regulations for the Education 
Department General Administrative Regu
lations; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EC-1654. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, final regulations for the Student 
Support Services Program; to the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1655. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, final regulations for the Upward 
Bound Program; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

EC-1656. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, final regulations for the Talent 
Search Program; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1657. A communication from the Di
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget transmitting, pursuant to law, certi
fication of the necessity for apportionment 
of additional funds for Radio Free Europe/ 
Radio Liberty, Inc. resulting from the lower 
value of the dollar in foreign currency ex-
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change rates; to the Committee on Appro
priations. 

EC-1658. A communication from the 
President of the United States transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a request for supplemental 
appropriations for D.C. for fiscal year 1987; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

EC-1659. A communication from the 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
transmitting, pursuant to law, notice of the 
intent of the Navy to exclude certain 
records from examination by the Comptrol
ler General; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC-1660. A communication from the As
sistant Secretary of the Army transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report on the emergency 
disposal of a suspected chemical artillery 
projectile at Dugway Proving Ground, UT; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-1661. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to implement 
Annex V, Regulations for the Prevention of 
Pollution by Garbage from Ships; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-1662. A communication from the 
Under Secretary of Commerce transmitting, 
pursuant to law, notice of intent to convert 
the weather observation function at Dulles 
International Airport, VA to performance 
under contract; to the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-1663. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to authorize 
appropriations under the Hazardous Materi
als Transportation Act of fiscal year 1988 
and 1989; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science and Transportation. 

EC-1664. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Interior transmitting, pursu
ant to law, a report on a small reclamation 
project at Middle Creek Dam Rehabilitation 
Project, MT; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-1665. A communication from the 
Deputy Associate Director, Minerals Man
agement Service, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on 25 refunds of excess oil and 
gas royalty payments to certain corpora
tions; to the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources. 

EC-1666. A communication from the 
Deputy Associate Director, Minerals Man
agement Service, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on 25 refunds of excess oil and 
gas royalty payments to certain corpora
tions; to the Committee on Energy and Nat
ural Resources. 

EC-1667. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the ad
ministration, impact, and cost of the Utiliza
tion and Quality Control Peer Review Orga
nization program; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

EC-1668. A communication from the As
sistant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, De
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, copies of international agreements, 
other than treaties, entered into by the 
United States within the 60 days previous to 
July 29, 1987; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

EC-1669. A communication from the Di
rector of the Office of Management Analy
sis, Department of the Interior, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report on a new Pri
vacy Act system of records; to the Commit
tee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1670. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Panama Canal Commis-

sion transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
on 9 new Privacy Act systems of records; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1671. A communication from the 
Acting Assistant Administrator of the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report on a new Privacy 
Act system of records; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1672. A communication from the 
Chairman of the D.C. Council transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a copy of D.C. ACT 7-64; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1673. A communication from the 
Chairman of the D.C. Council transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a copy of D.C. ACT 7-67; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1674. A communication from the 
Chairman of the D.C. Council transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a copy of D.C. ACT 7-68; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1675. A communication from the 
Chairman of the D.C. Council transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a copy of D.C. ACT 7-65; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1676. A communication from the 
Chairman of the D.C. Council transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a copy of D.C. ACT 7-66; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1677. A communication from the 
Chairman of the D.C. Council transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a copy of D.C. ACT 7-70; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1678. A communication from the 
Chairman of the D.C. Council transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a copy of D.C. ACT 7-69; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1679. A communication from the 
Chairman of the D.C. Council transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a copy of D.C. ACT 7-63; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1680. A communication from the 
Chairman of the D.C. Council transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a copy of D.C. ACT 7-61; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1681. A communication from the 
Chairman of the D.C. Council transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a copy of D.C. ACT 7-62; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1682. A communication from the 
Chairman of the D.C. Council transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a copy of D.C. ACT 7-59; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1683. A communication from the 
Chairman of the D.C. Council transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a copy of D.C. ACT 7-60; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1684. A communication from the Ex
ecutive Director of the Federal Labor Rela
tions Authority transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Authority's 1986 Government in 
the Sunshine report; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1685. A communication from the Plan 
Administrator of the Farm Credit Retire
ment Plan Production Credit Associations' 
Retirement Plan, Farm Credit Banks of 
Jackson, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual pension plan reports for the plan 
year ended December 31, 1986; to the Com
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1686. A communication from the As
sistant Secretary of the Smithsonian Insti
tution <Administration), transmitting, pur
suant to law, the annual pension plan re
ports of the Smithsonian Institution and 
the Woodrow Wilson International Center 
for Cheolarships, and Reading is Funda
mental; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC-1687. A communication from the 
Acting Chairman of the Securities and Ex
change Commission, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the annual report of the Commission 

under the Government in the Sunshine Act 
for calendar year 1986; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1688. A communication from the 
Acting Archivist of the United Sta.tes, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, the annual report 
of the National Archives and Records Ad
ministration for fiscal year 1986; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1689. A communication from the At
torney General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a certification 
under section 303 of the Bankruptcy Judges, 
United States Trustees, and Family Farmer 
Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-1690. A communication from the At
torney General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a certification 
under section 303 of the Bankruptcy 
Judges, United States Trustees, and Family 
Farmer Act; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

EC-1691. A communication from the At
torney General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a certification 
under section 303 of the Bankruptcy 
Judges, United States Trustees, and Family 
Farmer Act; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

EC-1692. A communication from the At
torney General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a certification 
under the Bankruptcy Judges, United 
States Trustees, and Family Farmer Act; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-1693. A communication from the At
torney General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a certification 
under section 303 of the Bankruptcy 
Judges, United States Trustees, and Family 
Farmer Act; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

EC-1694. A communication from the At
torney General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a certification 
under section 303 of the Bankruptcy 
Judges, United States Trustees, and Family 
Farmer Act; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

EC-1695. A communication from the At
torney General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a certification 
under section 303 of the Bankruptcy 
Judges, United States Trustees, and Family 
Farmer Act; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

EC-1696. A communication from the 
Chief Immigration Judge, Executive Office 
for Immigration Review, Department of 
Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on the suspension of deportation of 
certain aliens under sections 244(a)(l) and 
244Ca)(2) of the Immigration and National
ity Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC-1697. A communication from the 
Acting Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
opinions of the Department on H.R. 1226 
and S. 223; to the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources. 

EC-1698. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, the annual report 
on the Low Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program for fiscal year 1986; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1699. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, final regulations for the Internation
al Research and Studies Program; to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1700. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, final regulations for the Undergrad-
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uate International Studies and Foreign Lan
guage Program; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

EC-1701. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, final regulations for the Educational 
Opportunity Centers Program; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1702. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting pursuant 
to law, final regulations for the Business 
and International Education Program; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

EC--1703. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, final regulations-Drug Free Schools 
and Communities Program-Training and 
Demonstration Grants to Institutions of 
Higher Education, and Federal Activities 
Grants Program-General Provisions; 
Training and Demonstration Grants to In
stitutions of Higher Education; and Federal 
Activities Grants Program; to the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources. 

EC-1704. A communication from the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti
tled "Financial Audit-Veterans' Administra
tion's Financial Statements for Fiscal Year 
1986"; to the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs. 
· EC-1705. A communication from the Di
rector of the Defense Security Assistance 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, a 
report on the Department of the Army's 
proposed letter of offer to Morocco for de
fense articles estimated to cost in excess of 
$50 million; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memori

als were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM-274. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the State of Il
linois; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu
trition, and Forestry. 

"HOUSE RESOLUTION No. 620 
"Whereas, A recent study by the National 

Academy of Sciences indicates that the cur
rent method of slaughtering chickens and 
the federal inspection of chickens does not 
offer adequate protection for consumers 
against salmonella poisoning; and 

"Whereas, According to the U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture's own estimate, 37% of 
the chicken offered for sale is suspected of 
being contaminated with salmonella; and 

"Whereas, To protect consumers, the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture needs to 
strengthen its inspection methods and pro
cedures for chicken and to insure that the 
chicken slaughtering industry be further re
quired to take the necessary steps to reduce 
the instances of contamination of chicken 
by salmonella; therefore, be it 

"Resolved, by the House of Representa
tives of the Eighty-fifth General Assembly of 
the State of Illinois, That we urge the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture and the Con
gress of the United States to pass legislation 
and implement a plan to provide adequate 
inspection of chicken at the slaughter stage 
with random testing to detect salmonella 
bacteria and to establish a consumer educa
tion program on safe handling and prepara
tion of chickens; and be it further 

"Resolved, That a suitable copy of this 
preamble and resolution be presented to the 

Secretary of the U.S. Department of Agri
culture and to the Chairman of the Senate 
and House Agriculture Committees of the 
U.S. Congress. 

POM-275. A resolution adopted by the 
Senate of the State of Alaska; to the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af
fairs: 

"SENATE RESOLVE No. 17 
"Be it resolved by the Senate: 
"Whereas the state, through its royalty 

share of Alaska North Slope crude oil, re
ceives approximately 6,500,000 barrels of oil 
per month, all of which is sent through the 
Trans-Alaska Pipeline; and 

"Whereas the Export Administration Act 
of 1979 (50 U.S.C. 2401-2420) essentially 
prohibits the export of crude oil transported 
through the pipeline and requires the 
action of President Reagan and the United 
States Congress to lift the prohibition; and 

"Whereas, under the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act <42 U.S.C. 6212), Alaskan 
crude oil that does not go through the pipe
line is subject to the export restrictions of 
15 C.F.R. 377 .6, and these restrictions can 
be lifted by the federal administration with
out Congressional action; 

"Whereas the United States trade deficit 
in 1986 totaled $169,800,000,000 of which 
$58,600,000,000 was with Japan; 
$7,100,000,000 was with Korea; 
$15,700,000,000 was with Taiwan; and 
$6,400,000,000 was with Hong Kong, and the 
deficits with Korea, Taiwan, and Hong 
Kong are the fastest growing trade deficits; 
and 

"Whereas the growth of this trade deficit 
is attributable to ever-shrinking exports by 
the United States; the exports of the United 
States declined by nearly $12,000,000,000 be
tween 1984 and 1986 while imports rose by 
only $1,700,000,000 during the same time 
period; and 

"Whereas the United States exports only 
about $3,600,000,000 in petroleum products, 
but these products are in high demand by 
those Pacific Rim nations with whom the 
United States has large and growing trade 
deficits; and 

"Whereas the recent shipment of Canadi
an Beaufort Sea oil to Japan by Gulf 
Canada Corporation proves that seasonal 
transportation of Alaska North Slope crude 
oil to Pacific Rim markets is possible with
out using the pipeline; and 

"Whereas a dock exists at Kuparuk that 
can handle oil-carrying barges that could 
transport the crude oil to oceangoing tank
ers and eliminate the need for the oil to go 
through the pipeline; and 

"Whereas Japan's Ship Research Institute 
is now prepared to build a full-size model of 
a 200,000-ton Arctic icebreaking tanker after 
nine years of study and design; and 

"Whereas the current glut of oil on the 
West Coast and the lower prices for oil 
worldwide have not only shut down many 
small stripper wells across the country but 
have virtually stopped all exporation and 
drilling of new wells; this situation will de
plete United States energy reserves, which 
will in turn threaten national security; and 

"Whereas, in March 1987, the United 
States Department of Energy reported to 
the President of the United States the re
sults of a department study that concluded 
that permitting the export of Alaska North 
Slope crude oil would "improve the energy 
security of the United States"; and 

"Whereas the export of Alaska's royalty 
share of Alaska North Slope crude oil would 
help ease the West Coast glut, create new 

markets for Alaska oil, assist in the develop
ment of an export market for the state for 
other products, create conditions more con
ducive to increased oil exploration, and de
crease the total United States trade deficit; 

"Be it resolved That the Senate respect
fully requests the Governor to immediately 
begin exploring the steps necessary to 

"(1) export Alaska North Slope crude oil 
by water via Kuparuk to Pacific Rim and 
other foreign nations rather than through 
the Trans-Alaska Pipeline; and 

"(2) obtain the approval of the President 
of the United States for lifting the export 
restrictions on the export of Alaska North 
Slope crude oil that is not transported 
through the Trans-Alaska Pipeline. 

"Copies of this resolution shall be sent to 
the Honorable Ronald Reagan, President of 
the United States; the Honorable George 
Bush, Vice-President of the United States 
and President of the U.S. Senate; the Hon
orable George P. Shultz, Secretary of State; 
the Honorable James A. Baker III, Secre
tary of the Treasury; the Honorable Donald 
P. Hodel, Secretary of the Interior; the Hon
orable Malcolm Baldrige, Secretary of Com
merce; the Honorable John S. Herrington, 
Secretary of Energy; the Honorable Robert 
Ortner, Under Secretary for Economic Af
fairs of the U.S. Department of Commerce; 
the Honorable Bruce Smart, Under Secre
tary for International Trade of the U.S. De
partment of Commerce; the Honorable 
Louis F. Laun, Assistant Secretary for Inter
national Economic Policy of the U.S. De
partment of Commerce; the Honorable 
Orson G. Swindle III, Assistant Secretary 
for Economic Development of the U.S. De
partment of Commerce; the Honorable 
Judith A. Brady, commissioner of natural 
resources; and the Honorable J. Anthony 
Smith, commissioner of commerce and eco
nomic development." 

POM-276. A resolution adopted by the Ex
ecutive Committee of the Republican Na
tional Party of Puerto Rico relative to the 
admission of Puerto Rico as a state; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

POM-277. A joint resolution adopted by 
the Legislature of the State of Illinois to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

"HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 111 
"Whereas, The United States desires to 

maintain its lead in high energy physics re
search, a position which has recently been 
threatened by European and Soviet discov
eries; and 

"Whereas, Europe and the Soviet Union 
are expanding their high energy physics fa
cilities and will soon move ahead of the 
United States in accelerator power; and 

"Whereas, The United States Department 
of Energy has announced it will construct a 
Superconducting Super Collider (SSC), 
which would operate at twenty times the in
tensity of any present accelerator, allowing 
scientists to explore the basic structure of 
matter at levels hitherto closed to human 
investigation; and 

"Whereas, Illinois is the home of the 
Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory, 
which presently has the most powerful 
atomic accelerator in the world; and 

"Whereas, The present Fermi facility 
could serve as an injector for the sse, 
saving the federal government between $350 
and $500 million in construction costs; and 

"Whereas, Studies conducted by the Illi
nois Department of Energy and Natural Re-
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sources indicate the construction of the sse 
in Illinois makes economic, geological, and 
environmental sense; and 

"Whereas, The Chicago area near the 
Fermi Laboratory features the research, en
gineering, construction, and other facilities 
to accommodate easily the hundreds of new 
scientists, technicians, and engineers needed 
to staff the $4 to $6 billion sse project; and 

"Whereas, The construction of the SSC in 
Illinois will create jobs for Illinois citizens 
and improve the economic environment of 
the State; and 

"Whereas, The Illinois General Assembly 
has shown its strong support for the sse by 
appropriating substantial funding for the Il
linois effort to win the project and by enact
ing substantive legislation to acquire the 
land; therefore, be it 

"Resolved, by the House of Representa
tives of the eighty-fifth General Assembly of 
the State of Illinois, the Senate concurring 
herein, That we hereby applaud the United 
States Department of Energy in its decision 
to build the SSC and further urge the Con
gress of the United States to authorize the 
construction of the Superconducting Super 
Collider; and be it further 

"Resolved, That we urge the United States 
Department of Energy to give favorable 
consideration to locating the sse in Illinois; 
and be it further 

"Resolved, That suitable copies of this res
olution be presented to the United States 
Department of Energy, the President of the 
United States Senate, the Speaker of the 
United States House of Representatives and 
each member of the Illinois Congressional 
delegation." 

POM-278. A joint resolution adopted by 
the Legislature of the State of Illinois; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works: 

"HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 73 
"Whereas, Coal production is a major Illi

nois industry providing fifteen thousand 
jobs, over one billion dollars in overall eco
nomic benefit to our State and is the life
blood of many communities; and 

"Whereas, Illinois coal is a source of eco
nomical energy for millions of electric utili
ty customers in Illinois and nearly 20 other 
states; and 

"Whereas, In response to federal clean air 
act standards, Illinois has significantly re
duced air pollution from coal at a cost of 
hundreds of millions of dollars to electric 
utility customers; and 

"Whereas, The State of Illinois has invest
ed over fifty million dollars in research and 
development projects designed to further 
reduce air pollution from coal; and 

"Whereas, The United States House of 
Representatives has before it a measure 
which in an attempt to solve the acid rain 
problem could cut Illinois coal production 
by up to two-thirds of 1985 levels, cost 4,000 
lost mining jobs and cause a $600 million 
loss to the State economy; and 

"Whereas, Such federal acid deposition 
legislation would cost Illinois utility custom
ers millions of dollars per year without of
fering any meaningful support for the costs 
of new pollution control equipment; and 

"Whereas, What we need to do is to devel
op more cost-effective pollution control 
methods, a need which is widely recognized 
in _the United States and Canada and is the 
subject of the major recommendation of the 
recent Drew Lewis-William Davis Report; 
therefore, be it 

"Resolved, by the House of Representa
tives of the eighty-fifth General Assembly of 

the State of Illinois, the Senate concurring 
herein, That we express our feeling that 
federal acid legislation would levy dispro
portionate costs on the State of Illinois and 
result in job dislocation in the State; and be 
it further 

"Resolved, That the Governor and the 
members of the Illinois Congressional Dele
gation be urged to work for meaningful fed
eral support of new clean coal technology 
development which would solve the problem 
without economic disruption; and be it fur
ther 

"Resolved, That a copy of this resolution 
be sent to Governor James R. Thompson, 
the President of the United States Senate, 
the Speaker of the United States House of 
Representatives, and the members of the il
linois Congressional Delegation." 

POM-279. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the State of Il
linois; to the Committee on Finance: 

"HousE RESOLUTION No. 101 
"Whereas, The House of Representatives 

of the State of Illinois advocates a change in 
the law which would correct the unbalanced 
system of distribution of Social Security 
benefits; and 

"Whereas, Congress intended Social Secu
rity benefits to be roughly 50 to 60 percent 
of the final working year's pay for a low 
income worker, and about 30 percent for the 
worker who made the maximum salary tax
able under Social Security rules; and 

"Whereas, In 1972, Congress created an 
inflation adjustment mechanism which 
made the benefits too generous and would 
cause the system to go broke; and 

"Whereas, In order to correct their mis
take, in 1977 Congress devised three sepa
rate formulas for computing Social Security 
retirement benefits, one formula applies to 
people born in 1916 and earlier, the second 
formula applies to people born in 1922 and 
later and the third formula applies to 
people born in the five years in between, the 
'notch'; and 

"Whereas, Those retiring individuals who 
were born in the years of the 'notch' will re
ceive benefits that are considerably less 
than those born before them; and 

"Whereas, What is needed is a bill which 
would correct the 1977 overcorrection and 
establish a uniform formula to compensate 
for the extension of the Social Security 
system beyond its budget; and 

"Whereas, People born from 1917 to 1921 
receive lower Social Security retirement 
benefits than people with similar earnings 
who were born earlier, and this injustice can 
be corrected; therefore, be it 

" Resolved, by the House of Representa
tives of the eighty-fifth General Assembly of 
the State of Illinois, That the Congress of 
the United States is hereby urged to find a 
legislative solution to correct the imbalance 
in the system of distribution of Social Secu
rity benefits and to ensure that the Social 
Security system is once again able to pro
vide equal retirement benefits to all deserv
ing individuals; and be it further 

" Revolved, That a suitable copy of this 
preamble and resolution be presented, re
spectively, to the President of the United 
States, the President of the United States 
Senate, the Speaker of the United States 
House of Representatives, and to each 
member of the Illinois Congressional Dele
gation. 

POM-280. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the State of Il
linois; to the Committee on Finance: 

"HOUSE RESOLUTION No. 361 
"Whereas, The projected decline in the 

federal deficit which the Congressional 
Budget Office has published is predicated 
upon continuing growth in the Social Secu
rity trust fund, which is pulling in large and 
growing annual surpluses; and 

"Whereas, By the early 1980's. the trust 
fund surplus is expected to reach $70 bil
lion; and 

"Whereas, In the 1985 Balanced Budget 
Act, lawmakers said that Social Security 
trust fund surpluses would count toward re
ducing the deficit; and 

"Whereas, By the middle decades of the 
next century, however, the annual trust 
fund surpluses will begin to decline and will 
turn to deficits, and, if the government has 
depended on them to mask an imbalance in 
its finances, it will then find itself overcom
mitted; and 

"Whereas, These funds should not be used 
now to decrease the deficit; for taxpayers 
will then be stuck with a huge bill when the 
baby boomers retire; therefore be it 

"Resolved, by the House of Representa
tives of the eighty-fifth General Assembly 
of the State of Illinois, That we urge the 
United States Congress not to use Social Se
curity funds to balance the budget; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That a suitable copy of this 
preamble and resolution be presented to the 
Speaker of the United States HoJse of Rep
resentatives, the President of the United 
States Senate, and to each member of the 
Illinois Congressional Delegation." 

POM-281. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the Common
wealth of Massachusetts; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs: 
"RESOLUTIONS MEMORIALIZING CONGRESS TO 

ISSUE A STAMP COMMEMORATING THE ONE 
HUNDRED AND NINETY-FIFTH ANNIVERSARY 
OF THE BIRTH OF GEORGE PEABODY 
"Whereas, on February eighteenth, nine-

teen hundred and ninety, there will be ob
served the one hundred and ninety-fifth an
niversary of the birth in the city of Pea
body, Massachusetts, of George Peabody, 
the first great American Philanthropist who 
bestowed so much of his great wealth for 
the education of the poor and in general for 
the benefit of mankind, and who probably 
as much as any individual helped by his fi
nancial ability to make this country the 
Greatest Nation in the world; and 

"Whereas, it seems fitting and proper that 
the name of George Peabody be immortal
ized forever by having a stamp issued, if 
possible, on February eighteenth, nineteen 
hundred and ninety; therefore be it 

"Resolved, That the Massachusetts Gener
al Court respectfully memorializes the Con
gress of the United States to provide for the 
issuance of such a stamp; and be it further 

" Resolved, That copies of these resolu
tions be forwarded by the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives to the President 
of the United States, to the Postmaster 
General, to the Presiding Officer of each 
branch of Congress and to the Members 
thereof from this Commonwealth, to the 
citizens Stamp Advisory Committee, U.S. 
Postal Service, C/0 Stamp Development 
Branch, 475 L'Enfant Plaza, SW., Washing
ton, D.C. 20260. 

POM-282. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the Common
wealth of Massachusetts; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs: 
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"RESOLUTIONS MEMORIALIZING CONGRESS TO 

ISSUE A STAMP COMMEMORATING SAMUEL 
OSGOOD AS THE FIRST POSTMASTER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

"Whereas, Samuel Osgood was a patriot, 
soldier, statesman and financier with roots 
in North Andover, Massachusetts; and 

"Whereas, Samuel Osgood was named by 
President George Washington as the first 
Postmaster General of the United States; 
and 

"Whereas, it seems fitting and proper that 
the name of Samuel Osgood be immoralized 
forever by having a commemorative stamp 
issued in 1989, the two hundredth anniver
sary of that post, or a stamp published in 
the regular line of stamps; therefore be it 

"Resolved, That the Massachusetts House 
of Representatives respectfully memorial
izes the Congress of the United States to 
provide issuance of such a stamp; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That copies of these resolu
tions be forwarded by the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives to the President 
of the United States, to the Postmaster 
General, to the Presiding Officer of each 
branch of Congress and to the Members 
thereof from this Commonwealth, and to 
the Citizens Stamp Advisory Committee, 
U.S. Postal Service, c/o Stamp Development 
Branch, 475 L'Enfant Plaza, S.W., Washing
ton, D.C. 20260." 

POM- 283. A certified act of the Virginia 
General Assembly amending the Washing
ton Metropolitan Area Transit Regulation 
Compact; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

POM-284. A concurrent resolution adopt
ed by the Legislature of the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 
"RESOLUTIONS MEMORIALIZING THE CONGRESS 

OF THE UNITED STATES TO PERMIT THE COM
MONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS TO REGU
LATE EMPLOYEE WELFARE BENEFIT PLANS 

"Whereas, more than six hundred thou-
sand citizens of the Commonwealth of Mas
sachusetts lack any health insurance cover
age, more than one third of whom are chil~ 
dren, and many thousands more are serious
ly underinsured; and 

"Whereas, the numbers of uninsured citi
zens pose a serio:Is health hazard to those 
individuals and families, creating serious 
economic difficulties for the uninsured as 
well as for hospitals, social service providers, 
employers who provide health insurance, 
and the Commonwealth; and 

"Whereas, increasing numbers of employ
ees are now covered by employer-insured 
health plans which place these workers 
beyond any protection or regulation by the 
Commonweath to ensure adequacy and 
quality of services; and 

"Whereas, section five hundred and four
teen of the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 has been interpreted to 
prohibit any State government from regu
lating employer insured health benefit 
plans; and 

"Whereas, since the adoption of the Em
ployee Retirement Income Security Act 
Statute, the numbers of employees who are 
covered by employer-insured health plans 
has grown dramatically, estimated in the 
year nineteen hundred and eighty-six to be 
greater than forty percent of all insured 
workers; and 

"Whereas, this prohibition has had a dele
terious effect not only on access to health 
services but also on the quality of health 
services received by these workers because 

of a lack of State supervision and regula
tion; and 

"Whereas, Congress has previously grant
ed an exemption to the State of Hawaii to 
permit that State to regulate all health in
surance provided by employers, and as a 
result of that exemption, more than ninety
eight percent of all Hawaiians are covered 
by health insurance; and 

"Whereas, on November fourth, nineteen 
hundred and eighty-six, more than one mil
lion Massachusetts citizens voted in favor of 
a non-binding resolution calling on the Con
gress of the United States to establish ana
tional health service to provide adequate 
health care for all citizens, sixty-seven per
cent of those voting; now therefore be it 

"Resolved, That the Massachusetts Gener
al Court calls upon the President and the 
Congress of the United States to provide an 
exemption for the Commonwealth of Mas
sachusetts to the provisions of section five 
hundred and fourteen of the Employee Re
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 to 
permit the Commonwealth to regulate em
ployer based health insurance plans; and be 
it further 

"Resolved, That a copy of these resolu
tions be forwarded by the clerk of the 
House of Representatives to the President 
of the United States, the Presiding Officer 
of each branch of Congress, and to the 
Members thereof from this Common
wealth." 

POM-285. A joint resolution adopted by 
the Legislature of the State of Illinois; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources: 

"SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 49 
"Whereas, We applaud the initial action 

of the Congress in 1965 to create the Older 
Americans Act; the action in 1973 to expand 
it; the action in 1978 to coordinate it; the 
action in 1981 to streamline it; the action in 
1984 and the present action in 1987 to reaf
firm it; and 

"Whereas, Moreover, in making this call 
to the Congress for action, we endorse and 
transmit for consideration the positions of 
the Illinois Council on Aging, positions de
veloped following public hearings by the 31-
member statutory body charged with this 
responsibility; and 

"Whereas, These positions with respect to 
the reauthorization of the act are as fol
lows: 

" ( 1) to support a three-year reauthoriza
tion-October 1, 1987 through September 
30, 1990; 

"(2) to support statutory provisions up
grading the status of the Administration on 
Aging Commissioner to that of an Assistant 
Secretary reporting directly to the Secre
tary of the Department of Health and 
Human Services; 

"(3) not to support raising the eligibility 
age for receiving services from 60 to 70 
years; 

"(4) not to support the imposition of a 
means test for determining eligibility for 
service; 

"(5) not to support the consolidation of 
Titles III-B, III-C-1, and III-C-2; 

"(6) to support statutory provisions for a 
1991 White House Conference on Aging 
with funding for the planning thereof; 

"(7) to support setting specific authoriza
tion levels for all Titles of the Act and 
annual funding that is increased by at least 
5% above the rate of inflation; and 

"(8) to support strengthening statutory 
provisions of the Act and regulations in all 
of the Titles to foster increased representa-

tion and participation in governance and in 
policy and program determination by mi
norities, with consideration of language and 
cultural diversity; therefore, be it 

"Resolved, by the Senate of the eighty-fifth 
General Assembly of the State of Illinois, the 
House of Representatives concurring herein. 
That it call upon the Congress of the 
United States, its Senate Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources, and Subcom
mittee on Aging, its House Committee on 
Education and Labor and Subcommittee on 
Human Resources, and upon the President 
of the United States, to take prompt action 
to reauthorize the Older Americans Act as 
an expression of the Nation's continuing 
commitment to goals and objectives for as
suring the well-being of the elderly; and be 
it further 

"Resolved, That suitable copies of this 
preamble and resolution be presented to the 
President of the United States, to the Presi
dent of the Senate of the United States, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives of 
the United States, the chairpersons of the 
aforementioned committees and subcommit
tees, the Secretary, Department of Health 
and Human Services, and to all members of 
the Illinois Congressional Delegation, the 
latter being urged to support this resolution 
and to enter it as testimony in the appropri
ate committee hearings." 

POM-286. A joint resolution adopted by 
the Legislature of the State of Illinois; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs: 

" HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 34 
"Whereas, The term 'veteran' is presently 

defined by Section 10(2) of Title 38, United 
States Code, which reads; The term 'veter
an' means a person who served in the active 
military, naval or air service, and who has 
been discharged or released therefrom 
under conditions other than dishonorable; 
and 

"Whereas, historically, the term 'veteran' 
has been reserved for individuals who have 
served in the uniformed services of the 
nation and have taken the oath to bear 
arms in defense of the Republic; and 

"Whereas, To be designated as a veteran is 
an appellation of honor properly bestowed 
on those who have earned it and not on 
anyone else; and 

"Whereas, A veteran is entitled to sub
stantial rights and benefits provided exclu
sively to them by the nation in recognition 
of service rendered in support of the nation
al interest; and 

"Whereas, A considerable number of 
people did serve and support the war effort 
during various periods of conflict, but did 
not serve on active duty in the military, 
naval or air service, and did not take the 
oath to bear arms; and 

"Whereas, An effort is being made by 
some of these people to persuade the gov
ernment to include them in the classifica
tion of 'veteran' with all rights and benefits 
appertaining thereto; and 

"Whereas, By allowing the classification 
of 'veteran' to include such people it would 
diminish the significance of the honor that 
is attached to the honor; and 

"Whereas, It is essential that the present 
definition of 'veteran' in Section 10(2) of 
title 38 be maintained; and 

"Whereas, There is an attempt to turn 
America's wartime disabled veterans away 
from the VA health care they need and 
have earned in an attempt by the Office of 
Management and Budget to balance the 
budget; and 
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"Whereas, America's sickest and poorest 

veterans would have the door to VA health 
care slammed in their face if the Office of 
Management and Budget's cuts prevail; and 

"Whereas, We are responding to the 
Office of Management and Budget's plan to 
cut $928 million from the VA health care 
budget for fiscal year 1988, and their re
quest for an immediate cut of $160 million 
from VA health care for the current fiscal 
year, which would bring the total cut to 
more than $1 billion in the near term; and 

"Whereas, The proposed cut in the budget 
would result in the loss of more than 9,000 
VA medical care jobs and a drastic curtail
ment of services nationwide, which would 
refute America's sense of duty to her war
time disabled veterans and represent a fun
damental failure of the Office of Manage
ment and Budget to consider the wishes of 
the citizens it serves; and 

"Whereas, As in the past, Congress is not 
going to let the Office of Management and 
Budget cut a billion dollars out of the VA 
budget, and during the 100th Congress, 
Congressman G. V. 'Sonny' Montgomery <D
Miss), Chairman of the House Veterans' Af
fairs Committee, stated 'it's as simple as 
that, the OMB, once again has made recom
mendations that ignore the express wishes 
of Congress, and we, in turn, have a funda
mental duty in this instance to ignore 
OMB's recommendation'; and 

"Whereas, Senator Alan Cranston <D
Calif), who is Montgomery's counterpart in 
the Senate, said, 'OMB seems determined to 
submit a fiscal 1988 budget that is just as 
outrageously bad and unfair to veterans as 
the Administration's fiscal 1987 budget was' 
and that budget was soundly defeated by 
Congress, with proposed deep cuts in a vari
ety of VA services restored by both the 
House and Senate; and 

"Whereas, Thomas K. Turnage, VA Ad
ministrator, appealed the Office of Manage
ment and Budget's plan, and he noted that 
such cuts 'would seriously damage the V A's 
ability to meet its mission'; 

"Whereas, The budget recommendations 
reflect the Office of Management and Budg
et's continuing contempt for America's dis
abled veterans; and 

"Whereas, Most recently the Office of 
Management and Budget rejected VA plans 
to pay profoundly deaf veterans disability 
compensation commensurate with their loss 
of hearing and even though VA officials and 
the Congress both agree a serious disparity 
exists in the compensation paid this catego
ry of vets, the Office of Management and 
Budget flatly rejected it; and 

"Whereas, The federal funds involved in 
compensating the deaf veterans were small, 
but the impact would have been great on 
this small number of disabled vets, who 
have also earned the right to lead quality 
lives; and 

"Whereas, All the veterans organizations 
are united in their opposition to civilians 
being granted veterans status, and also to 
any and all proposed budget cuts affecting 
the disabled veteran; therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the eighty-fifth general assembly of the 
State of Illinois, the Senate concurring 
herein, 'That we oppose the efforts of any 
person or groups of persons to acquire desig
nation as 'veterans' on the basis of service 
rendered to the United States during a 
period of war or armed conflict, such service 
not having been rendered in the active mili
tary, naval or air service of the United 
States; and be it further 

" Resolved, That a suitable copy of this 
preamble and resolution be presented to 

President Ronald Reagan, the President Pro 
Tempore of the Senate, the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and to each 
member of the Illinois delegation to the 
United States Congress." 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. KENNEDY, from the Committee on 

Labor and Human Resources, with an 
amendment: 

S. 1441. A bill to reduce the incidence of 
infant mortality <Rept. No. 100-137). 

By Mr. HoLLINGS, from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
with amendments: 

S. 1485. A bill to amend the Federal Avia
tion Act of 1958 to provide various protec
tions for passengers traveling by aircraft, 
and for other purposes <Rept. No. 100-138). 

By Mr. MoYNIHAN, from the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 1550. A bill to complete the Federal Tri
angle in the District of Columbia, to con
struct a public building to provide Federal 
office space and space for an international 
cultural and trade center. and for other pur
poses <Rept. No. 100-139>. 

FEDERAL TRIANGLE DEVELOPMENT ACT 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on 

Wednesday last, the Committee on En
vironment and Public Works took up 
S. 1550, as reported to it from the Sub
committee on Water Resources, Trans
portation, and Infrastructure. 

This bill is entitled the "Federal Tri
angle Development Act" and it pro
vides for the construction of a public 
building complex at 14th Street be
tween Constitution and Pennsylvania 
Avenues that will mark the comple
tion of the 25-year program for the re
development and reconstruction of 
Pennsylvania Avenue, the avenue of 
the Presidents, the great thoroughfare 
that leads symbolically from the Cap
itol building here to the White House 
building there. This was a thought 
that came to President Kennedy's 
mind as he drove down in the Inaugu
ral Parade on January 20, 1961, which 
he thereafter turned over to the Sec
retary of Labor, for whom this Sena
tor had the opportunity to serve as an 
assistant at the time. 

Mr. President, the report which I 
will now send to the desk gives in 
great detail the project that we now 
propose. I simply make the important 
point for the purposes of the commit
tee that in this new building, which 
will be the largest office complex in 
Washington, two-thirds the size of the 
Pentagon itself and accordingly the 
second largest of the Federal build
ings, that in one great stretch of 
imagination and enterprise we will 
take the Treasury Department from 
38 buildings to 4 in the city of Wash
ington; we will take the Justice De
partment from 26 buildings to 3; and 
the State Department from 16 build
ings to 3. We will put up an extraordi
nary monumental building, worthy of 

this site, the last site remaining on 
Pennsylvania Avenue. It will cost no 
Federal funds to build. Instead, after 
30 years of renting, our lease pay
ments will pay for the construction. 
We will then own the building as we 
now own the site. We will end by 
having saved the Treasury a third of a 
billion dollars. 

Mr. President, the Committee on En
vironment and Public Works is under
standably seen as a place where 
moneys are spent as indeed they ought 
to be. Public works are an honorable 
and necessary activity. 

But our particular committee has 
for some 10 years now-I would like to 
mention Senator BuRDICK and Senator 
STAFFORD in particular-watched the 
gradual escalation of our rent bills as a 
Government. 

We stopped building buildings such 
as we had been in the 1960's and have 
simply been renting them ever since. 
It always looks better in this year's 
budget to rent the building rather 
than to own the building. We reached 
the point from where rent bills have 
gone from $400 million annually in 
1970 to $1.6 billion today, and we are 
heading for $2 billion. 

Mr. President, for the first time we 
have been successful in turning this 
around and setting an example of how 
we may proceed in the future. Here on 
Pennsylvania Avenue is as visible and 
viable an example of what we have in 
mind as you could hope for. We will 
save the Treasury a third of a billion 
dollars. 

If there is anyone who can note 
when this has last happened in this 
body, I should be very much interested 
to hear. 

Mr. President, for the record, I 
would like to state this is a committee 
substitute for S. , 1550 and that I 
submit the committee substitute for 
myself, Mr. BURDICK, Mr. MITCHELL, 
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. 
REID, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. 
DURENBERGER, and Mr. WARNER; and 
that, finally, to note that the bill was 
reported without a dissenting vote 
from the committee on which the dis
tinguished Presiding Officer is such a 
welcome addition. It was reported by a 
rollcall vote of 15 to zero. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a statement on the major 
provisions of the reported bill be print
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

GENERAL STATEMENT 
This bill brings to completion-we would 

dare to say triumphant completion-twenty
five years of the redevelopment of Pennsyl
vania Avenue which was ordered by Presi
dent John F. Kennedy on June 1, 1962. It 
brings to completion, also, the construction 
of the Federal Triangle as provided in the 
Public Buildings Act of 1926, signed by 
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President Coolidge and undertaken by then 
Secretary of the Treasury, Andrew Mellon. 

The circumstances of President Kennedy's 
great directive ought to be recorded. At a 
meeting of the Cabinet on August 4, 1961, 
there was a pause in the discussion of for
eign policy and talk turned to the second 
most important of all issues in government, 
which is to say office space. In truth the 
matter was pressing. Work on Mellon's Fed
eral Triangle simply stopped with the De
pression. Somehow the great New Deal 
public works projects barely touched Wash
ington. The war ended any such activity, 
save for the construction of the Pentagon. 
The postwar period was taken up with re
constructing the cities of Europe and such
like, but Washington remained neglected, 
and commenced to be run down. From the 
point of view of simple efficiency, depart
ments grew ever more difficult to manage as 
bureaus spilled over into ever more haphaz
ard temporary quarters. Worse yet, as with 
most postwar cities, Washington was striv
ing to move away from its old "downtown", 
heading for the suburbs. The area between 
the capitol and the White House was becom
ing a slum. 

Riding down Pennsylvania Avenue in his 
Inaugural Parade President Kennedy noted 
this, and later the same day mentioned it to 
his energetic and innovative Secretary of 
Labor Arthur J. Goldberg. At the August 
cabinet meeting it was decided to set up an 
Ad Hoc Committee on Federal Office space, 
with Secretary Goldberg as Chairman. 
(Labor was high on any list for a new build
ing; besides, Goldberg saw the assignment 
as an opportunity both to press for the re
development of Pennsylvania Avenue, and 
to bring modernity to Federal architecture. 
At this time it had been roughly half a cen
tury since the Federal government had last 
built what could be called a contemporary 
building, and even these were derivative in 
the beaux arts tradition. 

With the now Chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Water Resources, Transportation, 
and Infrastructure serving as secretary, and 
with the special encouragement of the 
President's great friend, William Walton, 
and the watchful assistance of Fred Hoi
born on the White House staff, the Ad Hoc 
Committee set to work. Its report to the 
President submitted on May 23, 1962, con
tained a ten year building program and two 
special sections, The Redevelopment of 
Pennsylvania Avenue, and Guiding Princi
ples for Federal Architecture. <It should be 
noted that the Guiding Principles are still 
in effect, and are of course nationwide in 
their application.) 
THE REDEVELOPMENT OF PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE 

One of the distinctive features of the 
American Republic is that from the earliest 
days the Nation's capital has been located in 
an area set apart for that special purpose. 
No one visiting Washington can fail to rec
ognize that the Government established 
here in the 18th Century was something 
new in the world, and that the men who cre
ated it were fully conscious of the great en
terprise on which they had embarked. 

The plans for the City of Washington, as 
drawn for the first President by Major 
Charles Pierre L'Enfant, began with the lo
cation of the principal buildings of the new 
Government and the great avenues that 
would connect them. The grand axis of the 
city, as of the Nation, was Pennsylvania 
Avenue leading from the Capitol to the 
White House, symbolizing at once the sepa
ration of powers and the fundamental unity 
in the American Government. 

Just as the new Government was not 
founded on small aspirations, neither did 
Washington or L'Enfant make any little 
plans. The city they conceived was not in
tended to be completed in the life of one ad
ministration, or one generation. They de
signed the Capital of a great nation: build
ing it would become the work of that 
nation. 

Scarcely a generation in our history has 
not contributed to this work. The appear
ance of the Nation's Capital has been a 
matter of continued concern to Congress 
and to successive administrations. Down 
through the years, despite some lapses, 
those responsible have been essentially 
faithful to the original vision of Washing
ton and his inspired city planner. 

The modern era began with the report of 
the McMillan Commission at the beginning 
of the Century, which reiterated the essen
tial principles of the L'Enfant scheme. The 
Commission plans called for the construc
tion of the Mall, the Lincoln Memorial, the 
Arlington Bridge, and for a general develop
ment of public buildings in the area be
tween the Capitol and the White House. 

The most recent major development in 
the Capital took place under President 
Hoover and Secretary of the Treasury 
Andrew Mellon who conceived the great 
Federal Triangle. This spacious and digni
fied complex of office structures occupies 
the area formed by Constitution Avenue, 
Fourteenth Street and Pennsylvania 
Avenue. As a result, all of the space on the 
south side of Pennsylvania Avenue between 
the Capitol and the White House is occu
pied by public buildings. 

It was clear to the planners of the 1920's 
that the south side of Pennsylvania Avenue 
could not be developed while neglecting the 
north side. To develop one without the 
other would produce an imbalance wholly at 
odds with the spirit of L'Enfant. According
ly, the plans for the Federal Triangle were 
accompanied by plans for a Municipal 
Center on the north side of the Avenue ex
tending from Third Street to Sixth Street, 
with John Marshall place at the center. The 
architecture of the Municipal buildings was 
to follow closely that of the Federal struc
tures opposite. 

Andrew Mellon expressed with great feel
ing the harmony of the scene he hoped to 
create-

" It is easy to see what the effect will be. 
As one proceeds down Pennsylvania Avenue 
toward the Capitol, on the south side will be 
a succession of beautiful and harmonious 
buildings, all of a design in keeping with the 
semiclassical tradition so well established in 
Washington. On the north side, such as the 
beautiful District of Columbia Courthouse, 
on John Marshall Place, shall be brought 
into the general plan of Pennsylvania 
Avenue. At the same time the Mall will 
present the spectacle of a great park bor
dered on one side by the new boulevard with 
beautiful buildings, a wide parkway of 
greensward with its four rows of trees, its 
drives and walks, statues, and reflecting 
pools, all arranged in such a way that long 
vistas will be opened up for views of the 
Capitol in one direction and of the Wash
ington Monument and Lincoln Memorial in 
the other." 

The plans for Pennsylvania Avenue were 
never fulfilled. The great depression pre
vented the completion of the facade of the 
Federal buildings <while the Main Court of 
the Triangle was left to become a parking 
lot of surpassing ugliness.) For various rea
sons, only about half the Municipal Center 
was constructed. 

The result of the failure to fulfill this 
grand concept has been lamentable dishar
mony. On the south side of the Avenue the 
stately progression of Federal offices de
signed under Andrew Mellon is twice inter
rupted by earlier structures of a quite dif
ferent character. The north side presents a 
scene of desolation; block after block of de
cayed nineteenth century buildings, many 
of which are vacant above the first story, 
only rarely interspersed by partially success
ful efforts at modernization. The roadway, 
sidewalks, lamp posts and other features of 
the avenue have been sorely neglected. In
creasingly the Capitol itself is cut off from 
the most developed part of the city by a 
blighted area that is unsightly by day and 
empty by night. 

Pennsylvania Avenue should be the great 
thoroughfare of the City of Washington. In
stead it remains a vast, unformed, cluttered 
expanse at the heart of the Nation's Cap
ital. 

The present appearance of Pennsylvania 
Avenue demands attention for the precise 
reason that profound changes are about to 
take place. Large segments on the north 
side are decayed beyond restoration. It is 
clear that a great many of the buildings are 
about to be torn down and replaced by new 
structures which will include both private 
and public buildings. 

This presents a great opportunity. From 
Washington's time there has been a general 
understanding that the Federal Govern
ment has a responsibility to maintain stand
ards of buildings and architecture in the Na
tion's Capital. For the past half century this 
function has been ably performed by the 
Commission of Fine Arts. The prospect that 
a considerable number of buildings will be 
erected along Pennsylvania Avenue in a 
short span of time makes it possible to con
sider the overall appearance, as well as the 
appearance of the individual structures. In
stead of designing and constructing one new 
building at a time, it becomes possible to 
design and construct what would, in effect, 
be a new avenue. 

This is an opportunity not to be missed. It 
will not come again for a half century or 
more, except at the prohibitive cost of de
molishing large blocks of new and expensive 
office buildings. 

At the same time it is clear that a dramat
ic transformation in the appearance of 
Pennsylvania A venue is possible with only a 
marginal increase in projected expenditure. 
The General Services Administration hopes 
to build a number of new buildings in the 
downtown area. The need for additional 
office space is such that it cannot be doubt
ed that Congress will approve. There are 
equally good grounds to suppose that sub
stantial private capital will be expended for 
hotels and office buildings in the downtown 
area. (It may be noted that Washington at
tracts over 15,000,000 visitors a year.) 
Merely by combining these separate endeav
ors in one construction program a totality 
far more handsome, more truly functional, 
and more soundly economical may be 
achieved. 

The committee feels there should be no 
delay in setting up this effort. Specifically, 
the Federal Government, in cooperation 
with the District government, should for
mally undertake the redevelopment of 
Pennsylvania Avenue, so that it may assume 
its rightful place as the principal thorough
fare of the Nation's Capital. 

The Pennsylvania Avenue project should 
be regarded as a continuation of the work 
on the Federal Triangle which began a gen-
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eration ago. In this instance, however, the 
effort should involve a partnership between 
the Government and private enterprise. A 
primary object of the redevelopment of the 
Avenue should be to emphasize the role of 
the Capitol itself as the center of the city. 
For this reason care should be taken not to 
line the north side with a solid block of 
public and private office buildings which 
close down completely at night and on 
weekends leaving the Capitol more isolated 
than ever. Pennsylvania Avenue should be 
lively, friendly and inviting, as well as digni
fied and impressive. 

As much attention should be paid to the 
160-foot wide Avenue itself as to the build
ings that line it. Much repairing and rear
ranging is in order. The object should be to 
produce an Avenue on which it is pleasent 
to walk as well as possible to drive. Benches, 
arcades, sculpture, plantings and fountains 
should be encouraged. 

In 1952, by Act of Congress, the National 
Capital Planning Commission was created 
and designated as "the central planning 
agency for the Federal and District Govern
ments to plan the appropriate and orderly 
development and redevelopment of the Na
tional Capital and the conservation of the 
important natural and historical features 
thereof." It is clear that the central respon
sibility for planning the redevelopment of 
Pennsylvania Avenue resides with this Com
mission. To fulfill this responsibility it will 
be necessary for the Commission to engage 
the services of a number of the foremost ar
chitects of the Nation: nothing less than the 
very finest, established talents available will 
be sufficient for this unusually significant 
undertaking. 

Responsibility for the design and con
struction of new Federal buildings will, of 
course, remain with the General Services 
Administration, which should play a major 
role in the entire program. The Planning 
Commission will also wish to work in the 
closest cooperation with the Architect of 
the Capitol and the Commission of Fine 
Arts. They will also wish to work with the 
National Capital Transportation Agency, 
the Federal City Council, Downtown 
Progress, the American Institute of Archi
tects and the numerous other public and 
private organizations that will be concerned 
with this splendid challenge to the creative 
talents of all those concerned with the 
beauty and majesty of the Capital City of 
the United States of America. 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES FOR FEDERAL 
ARCHITECTURE 

In the course of its consideration of the 
general subject of Federal office space, the 
committee has given some thought to the 
need for a set of principles which will guide 
the Government in the choice of design for 
Federal buildings. The committee takes it to 
be a matter of general understanding that 
the economy and suitability of Federal 
office space derives directly from the archi
tectural design and the belief that good 
design is optional, or on some way separate 
from the question of the provision of office 
space itself; does not bear scrutiny, and in 
fact invites the least efficient use of public 
money. 

The design of Federal office buildings, 
particularly those to be located in the na
tion's capital, must meet a two-fold require
ment. First, it must provide efficient and ec
onomical facilities for the use of Govern
ment agencies. Second, it must provide 
visual testimony to the dignity, enterprise, 
vigor and stability of the American Govern
ment. 

It should be our object to meet the test of 
Pericles' evocation to the Athenians, which 
the President commended to the Massachu
setts legislature in his address of January 9, 
1961: "We do not imitate-for we are a 
model to others." 

The committee is also of the opinion that 
the Federal Government, no less than other 
public and private organizations concerned 
with the construction of new buildings, 
should take advantage of the increasingly 
fruitful collaboration between architecture 
and the fine arts. 

With these objectives in view, the commit
tee recommends a three point architectural 
policy for the Federal Government. 

1. The policy shall be to provide requisite 
and adequate facilities in an architectural 
style and form which is distinguished and 
which will reflect the dignity, enterprise, 
vigor, and stability of the American Nation
al Government. Major emphasis should be 
placed on the choice of designs that embody 
the finest contemporary American architec
tural thought. Specific attention should be 
paid to the possibilities of incorporating 
into such designs qualities which reflect the 
regional architectural traditions of that 
part of the Nation in which buildings are lo
cated. Where appropriate, fine art should be 
incorporated in the designs, with emphasis 
on the work of living American artists. De
signs shall adhere to sound construction 
practice and utilize materials, methods and 
equipment of proven dependability. Build
ings shall be economical to build, operate 
and maintain, and should be accessible to 
the handicapped. 

2. The development of an official style 
must be avoided. Design must flow from the 
architectural profession to the Government, 
and not vice versa. The Government should 
be willing to pay some additional cost to 
avoid excessive uniformity in design of Fed
eral buildings. Competitions for the design 
of Federal buildings may be held where ap
propriate. The advice of distinguished archi
tects ought to, as a rule, be sought prior to 
the award of important design contracts. 

3. The choice and development of the 
building site should be considered the first 
step of the design process. This choice 
should be made in cooperation with local 
agencies. Special attention should be paid to 
the general ensemble of streets and public 
places of which federal buildings will form a 
part. Where possible, buildings should be lo
cated so as to permit a generous develop
ment of landscape. 

President Kennedy approved the Report 
and on June 1, 1962, issued this directive, as 
taken from his Presidential Papers. 

MEMORANDUM CONCERNING IMPROVEMENTS IN 
FEDERAL OFFICE SPACE AND THE REDEVELOP
MENT OF PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, JUNE 1, 
1962 

Memorandum for: The Secretary of Com
merce; the Secretary of Labor; the Di
rector, Bureau of the Budget; the Ad
ministrator of General Services Admin
istration; the Special Assistant to the 
President for Cabinet and pepartmental 
Relations; the Chairman, National Cap
ital Planning Commission. 

I have reviewed the report of the Ad Hoc 
Committee on Federal Office Space. This 
report provides a long-needed perspective on 
Federal office space problems and prospects 
in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area. 

I am requesting each department and 
agency head to give immediate study to the 
report and take appropriate action. Future 
planning for the acquisition and use of 

office space is to be guided by the findings 
and recommendations of this report. 

I will appreciate a progress report one 
year from now by the Administrator of Gen
eral Services with regard to Federal office 
space and the adoption of improved archi
tectural standards. I should like a similar 
report on progress from the Chairman of 
the National Capital Planning Commission 
with regard to the improvement of Pennsyl
vania Avenue. 

JOHN F. KENNEDY. 

Note: At a cabinet meeting on August 4, 
1961, the President directed that a survey be 
made of the Governments immediate and 
long-term space needs, with particular refer
ence to the Greater Washington area. An ad 
hoc committee was established consisting of 
the Secretaries of Commerce and Labor, the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget, the 
Administrator of General Services, and the 
Special Assistant to the President for Cabi
net and Departmental Relations. 

In reporting to the President, on May 23, 
the Committee pointed out that the prob
lem of office space in the District of Colum
bia area was acute and that with each suc
ceeding year the needs increased. The 
report noted that the steady growth of per
sonnel in the area, combined with a low 
level of public building construction had 
produced a haphazard pattern of space pro
curement and continued reliance on tempo
rary and obsolete buildings, some of which 
dated from World War I. The Committee 
recommended a 10-year plan providing for a 
minimum of 12 new Federal buildings, to
gether with the elimination of existing tem
porary and obsolete Government-owned 
buildings. The design of the new buildings, 
the Committee emphasized, should provide 
efficient and economical facilities for the 
use of Government agencies, and should 
provide visual testimony to the dignity, en
terprise, vigor, and stability of the American 
Government. 

The Committee further recommended 
that immediate attention be given to im
proving the appearance of Pennsylvania 
Avenue. It noted that " the north side pre
sents a scene of desolation; block after block 
of decayed nineteenth century buildings, 
many of which are vacant above the first 
story, only rarely interspersed by partially 
successful efforts at modernization." The 
Capitol, it pointed out, is increasingly cut 
off from the most developed part of the city 
by a blighted area that is unsightly by day 
and empty by night. The report stated that 
a great many of the buildings were soon to 
be torn down and replaced by new struc
tures, both private and public, and that this 
presented an opportunity for a dramatic 
transformation in the appearance of the 
Avenue, with only a marginal increase in 
projected expenditures. "As conceived by 
L'Enfant," the Committee stated, "the 
'grand axis' of the City of Washington was 
to be Pennsylvania Avenue from the Capitol 
to the White House, expressing symbolically 
both the separation of powers and the es
sential unity in the American form of Gov
ernment." 

The report concluded with the recommen
dation that central responsibility for plan
ning the redevelopment of the Avenue 
should reside with the National Capital 
Planning Commission; for the design and 
construction of the new Federal buildings, 
with the General Services Administration 

Next the great American architect and im
presario Nathania! Alexander Owings was 
asked to chair a committee of architects, de-
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signers, and planners to develop a plan. This 
took another year, but was ready in the fall 
of 1963. Again the young President was 
moved by a vision of the City that had 
stirred Washington and Jefferson, if few of 
his predecessors in between. The last in
struction President Kennedy gave before 
leaving for Dallas on November 21, was that 
on his return a coffee hour should be ar
ranged at which he might show the model 
of the Pennsylvania Avenue plan to the 
Congressional leaders. 

This meeting was being planned at a 
luncheon in Mr. Walton's house attended by 
him, the Chairman of our Subcommittee, 
and Honorable Charles A. Horsky, the 
President's Advisor for National Capital Af
fairs, when the White House operator 
phoned to report that the President had 
been shot. 

There thus devolved on others the task 
and the dream the young President had em
braced. It has taken a quarter century, but 
it is now done, or soon will be. One by one 
the projects have been put in place. They 
have not been uniformly successful, and 
they are anything but uniform, but they 
have saved the great avenue. The fine new 
Canadian Embassy is rising at the foot of 
Capitol Hill, its pillars echoing those of the 
Federal Trade Commission and the National 
Gallery. Across the Avenue I.M. Pei's mas
terful East Building seems now to have been 
there from the beginning. The Frances Per
kins Department of Labor Building sits 
astride the sunken Interstate route 395, 
leading to the Reflecting Pool which was 
built with the savings that came from not 
bending the tunnel to accommodate three 
old cottonwood trees beloved of a then 
Senior Senator. The Meade Memorial is 
splendidly out of place just up the Avenue. 
Market Square, leading the L'Enfant's great 
transverse, is now being transformed into 
the Navy Memorial, while 8th Street is half 
on its way to becoming a pedestrian mall. 
The semi-derelict Pension Office of a quar
ter century back is now the vibrant National 
Portrait Gallery and National Museum of 
American Art. The Committee has provided 
for the restoration of the original Post 
Office Building on the west side of 8th 
Street. At 9th Street we come upon the mas
sive FBI building which J. Edgar Hoover 
moved back fifty feet to allow for the Ave
nue's plan. Then we come upon the magnifi
cently restored Old Post Office. One of the 
first decisions of President Kennedy's com
mittee was not to tear down the Post Office 
as the Federal Triangle plan would have 
done. The purpose was to keep access to the 
magnificent platform in the tower which 
gives the finest view of Washington to be 
had anywhere. In the intervening quarter 
century we have learned to recycle build
ings, and now the Post Office interior is 
alive with restaurants and shops. A similar 
happy fate awaited the old Pension Build
ing, now the National Building Museum. All 
along the way buildings have been recycled, 
notably the old Apex Liquor building as it 
was known, now a corporate headquarters. 
Just outside is the restored Temperance 
Fountain dedicated in the minds of many to 
Nathania! Alexander Owings. The Washing
ton Star Building is being redone, and next 
to it is the first building in which private 
owners voluntarily followed the "set back" 
scheme for a plante sidewalk. Western 
Plaza, with fair success, faces the equally 
modest achievement of the Marriott Hotel. 
But at 14th Street we come upon glory 
indeed with the reopened Willard Hotel, in 
ways the queen of the Avenue. The redone 

National Press Building is a great success, 
and a good case for not tearing things down 
too quickly. Pershing Square is a triumph. 
And now we shall have the International 
Cultural and Trade Center on 14th Street. 
It will be the City's largest-and let us hope 
one of its best designed-buildings on the 
site of what the Ad Hoc Committee de
scribed in 1962 as "a parking lot of surpass
ing ugliness." It is what he hoped would be 
done. It has been worth doing. 

After a quarter century I believe our work 
is done and respectfully ask to be relieved. 
Before concluding, however, I wish to ex
press special appreciation to Honorable 
Harry C. McPherson, Jr., who, as Counsel to 
President Johnson ensured that this enter
prise was not lost in the difficult days that 
followed the death of President Kennedy, 
and also to President Richard M. Nixon who 
determined that it would indeed go forward. 
It is especially satisfying that we have 
ended up not merely saving the center of 
Washington, but saving almost a third of a 
trillion dollars in rent money as well. 

It paid for itself! 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR PROVISIONS 

This bill authorizes development of a fed
eral office complex and international cultur
al and trade center on the federal triangle 
site at 14th St. and Pennsylvania Avenue 
N.W. The building will be built on a "lease
to-own" plan, whereby the federal govern
ment's lease payments over a thirty year 
lease term will pay for the cost of construct
ing the building. At the end of thirty years, 
the federal government will own the build
ing in fee simple-no payments in addition 
to the rent over the thirty years will be nec
essary. This method of financing will save 
the Federal Government $281 million
almost a third of a billion-over the thirty 
year lease. 

The primary agencies involved in planning 
and building this center will be the General 
Services Administration <GSA), Pennsylva
nia Avenue Development Corporation <Cor
poration) and a Presidential Commission, 
the International Cultural and Trade 
Center Commission <Commission). The De
partments of State, National Capital Plan
ning Commission and Commission of Fine 
Arts will have advisory roles. The bill man
dates specific roles for these entities to 
ensure that the complex is of monumental 
quality, appropriate to the distinguished 
setting of the federal triangle. 

Members of the Committee have long 
been concerned over escalating rents which 
the federal government ·pays for leased 
space. At the end of the lease term, often 
the landlord dramatically increases the rent 
to the federal government, which is some
what of a "captive" tenant. The government 
must choose between this higher rent and a 
costly move to perhaps equally expensive or 
less desirably located space elsewhere. 

Rents for the federal government in the 
National Capital region have increased by 
30 percent over the last two years alone. 
The annual federal government's rental bill 
is about $1.4 billion currently, up from 
about $400 million in 1970. Without decisive 
action by Congress, the federal rental bill 
will reach $2 billion annually by the end of 
the century. Within the next 10 years, 95 
percent of the federal office leases will come 
up for renewal. 

In the 1960's, the federal government 
stopped constructing buildings, partly over 
concern about annual spending. In the short 
run, it appeared less expensive to appropri
ate funds for an annual lease payment, than 
to appropriate the entire cost of construct-

ing a building up front. Now, however, the 
federal government is paying for this "cre
ative accounting," as the statistics cited 
demonstrate. The Committee believes that 
the federal government once again must 
start to build office buildings, to ensure that 
the government not be at the mercy of esca
lating rents, and to guarantee that safe, 
comfortable working environments are pro
vided to federal employees. The Committee 
intends that the international cultural and 
trade center be a model for future projects 
of this kind. 

GSA's current housing plan calls for the 
Justice Department, the Securities and Ex
change Commission, the Treasury, and 
State Departments to occupy the federal 
office portion of the complex. This project 
and other actions in the District will permit 
major consolidations of Treasury, Justice 
and State. 

Treasury from 38 buildings to 4. 
Justice from 26 buildings to 3. 
State from 16 buildings to 3. 
The benefits from these consolidations 

will include increased efficiency and de
creased need for transportation of employ
ees from location to location. 

Next to the Pentagon, which has 3.8 mil
lion occupiable square feet, this will be the 
second largest federal building in the 
nation, and the largest building in the Dis
trict of Columbia. According to GSA's esti
mates, this building will provide about 1.9 
million occupiable square feet; 1.4 million 
square feet for the federal uses, and 500,000 
square feet for the International Cultural 
and Trade Center <ICTC). 

The ICTC will house foreign missions, 
international, state and local agencies con
cerned with trade, and government spon
sored organizations supporting cultural ex
changes. The ICTC Commission will deter
mine appropriate tenants and uses for the 
center, in conjunction with the State De
partment and GSA Administrator. 

At the hearing on this matter held May 1, 
1987, the Committee received enthusiastic 
support for the center from representatives 
of the State Department, Commerce De
partment, U.S. Information Agency, diplo
matic community, the Mayor of Washing
ton, D.C., and the Federal City Council. The 
Committee believes that the center, if prop
erly leased and operated, will enhance op
portunities for American trade, commerce, 
communications, and cultural exchanges, 
and thus complement the work of Federal, 
State and Local agencies in the areas of 
international trade and cultural activities. 

The House Public Works and Transporta
tion Committee, led by Chairman James J. 
Howard and Subcommittee Chairman Fofo 
I.F. Sunia, and ranking minority Members, 
Representatives John Paul Hammerschmidt 
and Guy v. Molinari, held a hearing on this 
proposal July 22, 1987. Chairman Howard 
hopes to pass the Senate bill expeditiously 
once it is received from the Senate. The 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works appreciates this cooperation on this 
important undertaking. 

SAVINGS TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

This method of financing will save the 
Federal Government $281 million-almost a 
third of a billion-over the thirty year lease. 
According to GSA, the total construction 
cost for the building will be $362 million. 
The cost of the lease for the federal office 
portion of the complex to GSA will be $38 
million/year. Comparable space in the pri
vate market would cost $50 million/year, ac
cording to GSA. When the building is ready 
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for occupancy in 1993, this lease cost for the 
federal office portion computes to $27.00 
per square foot. The comparable cost in the 
private market would be $35.00 per square 
foot. These figures reflect GSA's assump
tion of 1.4 million occupiable square feet of 
federal office space. 

For the ICTC portion of the lease, the 
cost will be $15.2 million per year. This is 
equivalent to $30.00 per square foot, slightly 
more than the federal office portion, due to 
special features of the space suitable for ex
hibits, displays, meetings, and security 
measures. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to cosponsorS. 1559, complet
ing the complex of Federal buildings 
at the Federal Triangle over which 
Chairman MOYNIHAN has labored so 
carefully. 

I have had a longstanding interest in 
seeing this historical location used for 
a valuable public purpose. 

The Public Buildings Act gave the 
Treasury Department under the guid
ance of the supervising architect the 
responsibility for developing the Fed
eral Triangle. 

In 1921, Secretary of the Treasury, 
Andrew Mellon, envisioned a complex 
of Federal buildings at this location. I 
am pleased that this legislation will 
recognize Ambassador Mellon's leader
ship in this effort by dedicating the 
historic auditorium as the "Andrew 
Mellon Auditorium." 

Within that decade the area became 
the home of what is now the Federal 
Trade Commission, the Justice De
partment, Commerce Department, and 
others. For over 50 years the Congress 
has languished over various proposals 
to complete the Federal Triangle. Yet, 
today, this space is still used as a park
ing lot. 

I commend the chairman for the 
creative financing plan proposed in 
the bill. Each year the Federal Gov
ernment's lease payment will be con
tributed toward the cost of construct
ing the building and at the end of the 
30-year-lease period the Federal Gov
ernment will hold the sole title to the 
building. This approach is the begin
ning of freeing the Federal Govern
ment from the enormous rents we are 
obliged to pay to house our Federal 
workers. 

For the American public, the Inter
national Cultural and Trade Center 
will provide a centralized passport and 
visa location. This will be a vast im
provement over the current confusion 
the traveling public is put through to 
get a passport or visa. 

I commend the Senator for diligent 
pursuit of this proposal and I am 
pleased to join as a copsonsor of S. 
1550. 

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Select Com
mittee on Indian Affairs, with amendments: 

S . 887: A bill to extend the authorization 
of appropriations for and to strengthen the 
provisions of the Older Americans Act of 
1965, and for other purposes <Rept. No. 100-
140). 

91- 059 0-89-15 (Pt. 16) 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. WEICKER: 
S. 1581. A bill to prohibit the importation 

of objects from the R.M.S. Titanic; consid
ered and passed. · 

By Mr. WILSON <for himself and Mr. 
McCAIN): 

S. 1582. A bill to amend section 1876 of 
the Social Security Act to protect medicare 
beneficiaries enrolled in an eligible organi
zation with a risk-sharing contract under 
such section against certain practices; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. GORE: 
S. 1583. A bill for the relief of Maria An

tonieta Heird; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. REID: 
S. 1584. A bill to assure compliance with 

the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. CHAFEE <for himself and Mr. 
STAFFORD): 

S. 1585. A bill to provide financial assist
ance to local educational agencies to im
prove the educational opportunities of the 
Nation's children and adults by integrating 
early childhood education and adult educa
tion for parents into a unified program to be 
referred to as "Even Start"; to the Commit
tee on Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
WEICKER, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. KENNE
DY, Mr. SIMON, and Mr. METZ
ENBAUM): 

S. 1586. A bill to provide financial assist
ance under the Education of the Handi
capped Act to assist severely handicapped 
infants, children, and youth to improve 
their educational opportunities through the 
use of assistive device resource centers, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S. 1587. A bill to authorize the minting of 

commemorative coins to support the train
ing of American athletes participating in 
the 1988 Olympic Games; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT 
AND SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. MITCHELL <for himself and 
Mr. COHEN): 

S . Res. 267. A resolution to express the 
sense of the Senate that Rachel Carson is 
recognized on the twenty-fifth anniversary 
of her book "Silent Spring," for her out
standing contributions to public awareness 
and understanding of environmental issues; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. WILSON (for himself 
and Mr. McCAIN): 

S . 1582. A bill to amend section 1876 
of the Social Security Act to protect 
Medicare beneficiaries enrolled in an 
eligible organization with a risk-shar-

ing contract under such section 
against certain practices; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

PROTECTING BENEFITS OF CERTAIN MEDICARE 
RECIPIENTS 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, health 
maintenance organizations, or HMO's, 
are a new health care option for most 
older Americans. Although authority 
was given in the 1982 Tax Equity and 
Fiscal Responsibility Act for the Fed
eral Government to contract with fed
erally qualified health maintenance 
organization's and competitive medical 
plans [CMP's] it wasn't until1985 that 
the office of prepaid health plans 
began to contract directly with HMO's 
for the care of Medicare beneficiaries. 
As a result, many HMO's have only re
cently become involved in the Medi
care Risk-Sharing Program. 

I have encouraged their growth be
cause they are a cost-effective means 
of providing more health services than 
are usually covered under the tradi
tional Medicare system plus supple
mental insurance. Currently, the 
Health Care Financing Administration 
[HCFAJ contracts with 156 HMO's 
and CMP's in 34 States. To date, these 
plans have enrolled nearly 937,000 
Medicare consumers or approximately 
3 percent of the 31 million Medicare 
beneficiaries. 

I want to commend the administra
tion for its efforts in developing and 
promoting competition through con
sumer choice, thus making available to 
beneficiaries the same options in 
health care delivery systems as are 
available to their fellow Americans 
under age 65. As I have indicated, this 
has been a very popular program with 
the seniors. Unfortunately, the popu
larity of this program has also caught 
the attention of a few unscrupulous 
individuals who seek to further their 
own selfish interests at the expense of 
the elderly and of those many legiti
mate providers who operate within the 
law. I wish to make it clear to my col
leagues that while the problem does 
not appear to be systemic, still the in
centives and potential for abuse exist, 
and, unfortunately, vulnerable seniors 
have been the victims of these abuses 
and continue to deserve and need pro
tection against them. 

The bill I am introducing contains 
the following provisions: 

First, the bill would require those or
ganizations with HCFA risk-sharing 
contracts to notify potential Medicare 
consumers that the organization can 
by law choose to refuse to renew it's 
contract with HCFA when it comes up 
for renewal. Currently, there is no re
quirement for eligible organizations
that is, HMO's-to notify the elderly 
consumer prior to enrolling him in a 
health plan that he may be· disen
rolled from the plan should the orga
nization decide not to renew it's con
tract. This required notification will 
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make the consumer aware of the possi
bility of disenrollment and assist Medi
care beneficiaries in deciding whether 
to choose the HMO or Medicare as the 
health plan that is most likely to meet 
their needs. 

Second, the bill imposes civil mone
tary penalties and intermediate sanc
tions on an eligible organization with 
risk-sharing contracts which: 

First. Fails to provide medically nec
essary items and services if the failure 
has adversely affected the individual; 
or 

Second. Charges an individual a 
greater premium than is permitted; or 

Third. Acts to expel or to refuse to 
re-enroll an individual for medical rea
sons; or 

Fourth. Engages in any practice that 
denies or discourages an individual 
whose medical condition or history in
dicates a need for future medical serv
ices; or 

Fifth. And misrepresents or falsifies 
information to the Secretary of HHS 
or the individual, or enrolls an individ
ual without the individual's knowledge 
or consent or makes a material induce
ment to the individual. 

Currently, the only authority HCFA 
possesses to punish abusive marketing 
practices is to terminate the organiza
tion's contract. Although this author
ity is necessary, I believe the interme
diate sanctions I am proposing are 
more appropriate for the less severe 
sharp marketing practices and better 
serve the needs of the elderly who 
would otherwise be the ones punished 

by a contract termination which leaves 
the HMO enrollee effectively disen
rolled and once again in need of a 
health care program. 

Third, the bill prevents the Secre
tary of the Department of Health and 
Human Services [DHHSJ from enter
ing into or renewing a contract with 
any eligible organization in a State 
that does not require the licensure of 
those individuals who solicit the en
rollment of an individual. The results 
of a survey of the 50 States and the 
District of Columbia in June 1986, by 
the Illinois and Indiana Departments 
of Insurance reveal the following re
sults regarding the solicitation or sale 
of HMO products. 

Nineteen States presently require 
some degree of licensure for agents so
liciting on behalf of HMO's. The re
maining 31 States and the District of 
Columbia are without licensing re
quirements. Of these, 16 States have 
the statutory authority to promulgate 
the rules and regulations necessary for 
the licensing of HMO agents but, as of 
the date of this survey, have chosen 
not to exercise this authority. Three 
other States have limited authority 
and the remaining 12 States and the 
District of Columbia are without any 
provisions for regulating the solicita
tion or sale of HMO products. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that material in connection with 
t he licensure be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Re: Summary State Licensure requirements 
for agents soliciting HMO products. 

To: NAIC/NAHMOR Joint Committee 
members 

From: Shirley S. Hayes-Indiana Depart
ment of Insurance, David E. Grant-Illi
nois Department of Insurance. 

The results of the survey of the 50 States 
and the District of Columbia reveal diverse 
positions on agent licensure, though the po
tential for consistency may exist in the 
event a standard is adopted by NAHMOR 
and the NAIC. The map attached divides 
the States into those which presently have 
some sort of licensure requirements and 
those which do not. Also attached is a brief 
statement of each State's licensure status. 

Further analysis of the survey indicates 19 
States presently require some degree of li
censure for agents soliciting on behalf of 
HMO's. Of these, 11 require a special license 
for the HMO solicitor, 5 require a health li
cense and 2 require a disability license. 
South Carolina requires all HMO solicitors 
be licensed; however, if they are salaried 
employees of the HMO, they are exempt 
from examination. 

The remaining 31 States and the District 
of Columbia are without licensing require
ments. Of these, 16 States have the statuto
r y authority to promulgate the Rules and 
Regulations necessary for the licensing of 
HMO agents but as of the date of this 
survey, have chosen not to exercise this au
thority. T wo States permit HMO's to enter 
contractual arrangements for the marketing 
of health plans, and one State requires so
licit ors be salaried employees of the HMO. 
The remaining 12 States and the District of 
Columbia are without any provisions for 
regulating the solicitation or sale of HMO 
products. 

S.S.H. 
D.E.G. 

STATUS OF STATE LICENSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR AGENTS SOLICITATING HMO PRODUCTS 

State Licensure Comments 

1. Alabama ...................... ........... . ... ........................ . .... Yes............................................. ........................... ........... HMO must secure a Certificate of Authority for each agent writing or soliciting health care certi ficates. 
2. Alaska.... . .. .............................................................................................. No .............. ......................................... .. ............... ............ . . 
3. Arkansas ............................................................. Yes....................................................................................... Prior to performing solicitation activities, each agent must submit an application for licensure, pay a fee, 

and pass a wri tten examination. 
4. Arizona ................. ........................................................................ ....................... Yes ....................................................................................... The Commissioner has issued Rule and Regulation 35. An agent is a person directly or indirectly 

associated with a health care plan who engages in solicitation or enrollment. 
5. California ...... ....................... ... .. ...................................... ..... .... No ....................................................................................... . 
6. Colorado ........................ ... ...... ............................................................................. No ................................. ........................................ TheCo~~~ss~~~r c~~~a~;o~~J~at~n~efs~~~~lefoRul~sar:;dinHeg~~t~~~e~\ ~~~ ;~c~~~~~a\~epr~~~~cef~r 1~~ 

licensing of agents 
7. Connecticut... . . ................ No .... .............................. . 
8. Delaware ............... ......... . . ................ No ............................................................................. ......... The HMO may solicit enrolless and sell its services through its own employees, persons licensed or 

9. Florida .. . No .......................... ...................... .......... ........ . . 

otherwise permitted to sell health insurance or persons licensed or otherwise permitted to sell the 
benefit program of a health service corporation. 

I 0. Georgia .......... ... .......... .. ............ . ... Yes ..................................................................... .... ... ......... Requires that each agent take and pass the examination required for an insurance agent in the accident 
and sickness lines or such other examination as may be prescribed by the Commissioner. No person 
shall act as an HMO agent without having passed the examination. 

11. No 
12. oua11·u ............... .. ... .. ....... ... ...••....•...•...•.••..•.•.......•.......•...................•.............••.......... Yes·:::::: .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::: .. ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : Agents or persons representing the organization in solicitation and negotiation of subscribers contracts 

shall qualify and be licensed as agents in accordance with procedures under Insurance Law for 
licensing of agents of disability insurers, with noted exceptions. 

13. Illinois .................... .. . ..................................................... ............................ No .................... .................................................................... The Director may promulgatge reasonable Rules and Regulations for the licensing of agents. 
14. Indiana ....................................................................................................... Yes ....................................................................................... Agents, solicitors, and brokers performing services for HMOs are subject to the laws governing the 

licensing of health insurance agents. 
15. Iowa .............................................................................................................. No........... . .......................... . .............. The Commissioner of Insurance may promulgate Regulations to provide for the licensing of agents of an 

16. Kansas ............................................................................................................ No .................................................... . 
17 . Kentucky ..... .......... ................... ... ..................... .................. ................ ....... No .................................................... . 

HMO. 

The Commissioner of Insurance may promulgate the necessary Rules and Regulations for the licensing of 
agents. 

18. Louisiana .................. .................................................................................. .... No .............................................................. . 
19. Maine .................................... . ................................................ No........... .................................................... ::The Insurance Superintendent may promulgate Rules and Regulations for the licensing of agents. 
20. Maryland ......................................................................................................... No ..................................................................................... . 
21. Massachusetts ............................................................................. . .... Yes ....................................................................................... The Commissioner is authorized to regulate the licensing of agents. 
22. Michigan ................ .. . .. ................. . . . ............................................. No ........... .... .............................. . 
23. Minnesota ............................................................................ .... .. .... .. ................. Yes ................ .................................. . . ...... Agents, solicitors, and brokers performing services for HMOs are subject to the laws governing the 

licensing of health msurance agents. 
24. Mississippi ..................................................... Yes ..................................................................................... Agents of the corporation soliciting contracts must be certified by the Commissioner of Insurance. 
25. Missouri ............... ............................ . ............................................ ... ....... No ........................ .................................................. .............. The HMO is permitted to enter into contracts for the provision of marketing and enrollment services. 
26. Montana ... . ................. ............................................. No ......................................................................... ............... . 
27. Nebraska ....... . ................................................................................ No .... ........................ ................................................... .......... The Director of Insu rance may issue Rules and Regulations governing the licensure of agents. 
28. Nevada ...... . .... .... ........... ....................................................... Yes .......................................... ·····-······················· ·········· ... No c~~~s~~rv~~ ~~11i;~1 ~~c~el~e~~0~nha~r~u~a~~ l~~i~~~~ai~s~~la~y \hh~t C~~v~;~i~~~r.comprehensive health 
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STATUS OF STATE LICENSURE REQUIREMENTS FOR AGENTS SOLICITATING HMO PRODUCTS-Continued 

State 

29. New Hampshire ... 

30. New Jersey 

Licensure 

... ... ... Yes ........ .. . 

Comments 

.................. ......... All persons engaged in the solicitation or enrollment of subscribers must be duly licensed agents for the 
sale of health insurance in the State . 

. No .. ...................................................................... .............. The Commissioner of Health may promulgate such reasonable Rules and Regulations which have been 

31. New Mexico 

approved by the Commissioner of Insurance, as are necessary to provide for the certification of 
agents . 

. .. .... ........ .. ............. Yes ........ ..................................................... . ......... .............. Solicitation of enrollees in an HMO is handled by an agent who is appointed or employed by the HMO 
and licensed bY. the Superintendent. 

32. New York ...... . 

33. North Carolina 

.......... No ............................................................ . ......... ....... An HMO is prohibited from employing solicitors or accepting business from brokers on a commission 
basis. Solicitors must render their services as employees on a salaried basis. 

... No ...................................................... . The Commissioner may issue Rules and Regulations to provide for the licensing of agents. 
.... ....................... ... No ...... .. ........................................... ........ ... ........... . . The Commissioner may promulgate such reasonable Rules and Regulations as are necessary to provide 

for the licensing of agents. 
34. North Dakota 

35. Ohio .. .. No ........ . 

36. Oklahoma ... . .. ....... No ........ . 

The Superintendent of Insurance may establish qualifications of agents and issue licenses to qualified 
applicants. 

The State Insurance Commissioner after notice in hearing may promulgate such reasonable Rules and 
Regulations as are necessary to provide for the licensing of agents . 

.. .... No ....................................................................................... . 37. Oregon ................................................... . 
38. Pennsylvania . . . . ............ .. .............................. Yes ........... ...................................................................... Solicitors or agents shall meet such prerequisites as the Commissioner by Regulation shall require. 

. ..................... No .... . ......................... ..... An HMO is authorized to enter into contracts for marketing its health plan, enrollment and/or 
administration . 

39. Rhode Island 

40. South Carolina .. . 

41. South Dakota .. . 

42. Tennessee 

43. Texas .. . 

44. Utah ... . 

45. Vermont.. 
46. Virginia 

47. Washington .. 

48. West Virginia 

49. Wisconsin 

............ Yes ........... . 

. .............. No 

. .. Yes .. 

Yes ...................................... . 

. .. ... ... ..... No ........ . . 

....... ... ..... Regulations require all HMO solicitors be licensed however if they are salaried employees of the HMO 
they are exempt from examination . 

. ..... The D1rector of the Division of Insurance may promulgate such reasonable Rules and Regulations as are 
necessary to provide for the licensing of agents. 

. . .. .. Agents writing or soliciting contracts for the corporation must be certified by the Commissioner of 
Insurance . 

.. Before making any solicitation for enrollment in an HMO, a person or other legal entity must have a 
valid HMO agents license . 

..... The Commissioner may promulgate such reasonable Rules and Regulations as are necessary to provide 
for the licensing of agents. 

,., ........ .................................................................................. .. Enrollee contracts may be solicited outside of the principal office of an HMO only through licensed 
salesmen . 

.. Yes .... 

... ... No ... 

... Yes 

. . ................... No person may act as or hold himself out to be an agent of an HMO unless licensed as a disability 
. insurance agent by the State and appointed or authorized by the HMO on whose behalf solicitations 

are to be made. 
......... ... .......... ... . . ..... The Commissioner is authorized to issue Regulations necessary to regulate marketing of HMOs by 

persons compensated directly or indirectly by the HMO . 
..... Chapter 628, regulating insurance marketing, provides for licensing of agents representing service 

insurance corporations . 
50. Wyoming ............ No .... The Insurance Commissioner may promulgate reasonable Rules and Regulations as necessary to provide 

for the licensing of agents. 
51. District of Columbia ................................... No ........ . 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, this 
prov1s1on should stimulate those 
States which have not yet adopted li
censure of HMO marketing agents to 
do so promptly in order to protect 
their senior health care consumers. 

This bill will protect the elderly 
from the many unscrupulous market
ing techniques of those health mainte
nance organizations which have been 
guilty of sharp practices in seeking to 
attract Medicare recipients to their 
rolls. 

As an example, some HMOs set up 
tables outside shopping malls, outside 
flea markets-even outside Social Se
curity offices-to give free blood pres
sure tests to Medicare beneficiaries. 
To participate, the seniors are told 
they must give their names, Medicare 
numbers, and sign a form. What they 
aren't told is that what they are actu
ally signing is an HMO enrollment ap
plication. 

In other cases, Medicare benefici
aries are offered free gifts such as 
cameras as an inducement to sign en
rollment forms. HMO marketing rep
resentatives pose as agents of the Gov
ernment, or falsely advise beneficiaries 
that their current clinic is being closed 
and that they must enroll in the HMO 
which the HMO salesman is pitching. 

Mr. President, there are many other 
abuses and I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD a full list 
of the marketing abuses documented 
by HCFA and my staff. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: . 

NEED FOR THE LEGISLATION 

1. Tables are set up in shopping malls, flea 
markets, banks, outside Social Security of
fices, outside clinics, or at retirement hotels 
or community centers. Free blood pressure 
tests are offered to Medicare beneficiaries, 
who are required to provide their names and 
Medicare numbers and sign for the tests. 
They do not realize that they are signing an 
enrollment application when they sign for 
tests. 

2. Door to door solicitation is conducted, 
seeking signatures for a "petition" having to 
do with something of interest to seniors 
such as medical cost containment, better 
housing, or expanding Medicare. The "peti
tion" turns out to be an enrollment applica
tion. 

3. Gifts such as cameras are offered as an 
inducement to sign such "petitions" or 
HMO enrollment applications in other 
forms. 

4. Potential enrollees are solicited to sign 
a request for information or literature 
about an HMO, which request turns out to 
be a membership application. 

5. Beneficiaries are misled by HMO agents 
to believe that the HMO plan is a supple
ment to regular Medicare or to their current 
plan, rather than a substitute for it. 

6. Misrepresentations are made by the 
marketing representative that he represents 
the U.S. Government or a State Govern
ment, or another insurance company. 

7. The beneficiary is told by the market
ing representative that "if you'll just sign 
the form now, I won't turn it in until after 
you call me and tell me you want it." 

8. HMO representatives misrepresent the 
lock in provision so that a beneficiary be
lieves he can still use his own physician. 

9. An enrollee is told by a marketing rep
resentative that his current clinic is being 
closed and he must choose another one, and 
then enrolls him in another HMO. 

10. The beneficiary is induced to sign mul
tiple applications, one of which is later sub
mitted to re-enroll the beneficiary without 
his knowledge or consent. 

11. A Social Security Office is called by an 
HMO agent, falsely identifying himself as a 
relative of a beneficiary to obtain informa
tion regarding the Medicare number and 
status of that beneficiary. 

12. A beneficiary is photographed under 
the guise that he is being interviewed for a 
magazine article and is induced to sign what 
is said to be a "consent" form and to give his 
Social Security number. The "consent" 
form turns out to be an enrollment applica
tion. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, when 
Congress enacted the legislation that 
authorized the Health Care Financing 
Administration to contract with quali
fied health maintenance organizations 
and competitive medical plans to care 
for Medicare patients, it intended the 
system to efficiently and effectively 
deliver high quality medical care. 

Quality health care must be the 
foundation of any health delivery 
system. I believe we have accom
plished that objective with a large 
degree of success. However, with any 
new program, mistakes will be made. 
Although some safeguards were built 
into the program to assure that Medi
care beneficiaries were protected from 
potential abuse, more can and must be 
done. That is what I hope to accom
plish with this piece of legislation 
today. This bill will help to protect the 
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elderly from abusive and sharp mar
keting practices and give them the 
emotional as well as the physical secu
rity, which they deserve. 

We in Congress, can no longer stand 
by and permit such abuses to be perpe
trated on the elderly by unscrupulous 
marketing representatives. I urge my 
colleagues to join me in passing this 
legislation as quickly as possible. 

Mr. President, I ask unamimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1582 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 
SECTION l. NOTICE TO MEDICARE BENEFICIARIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1876(c)(3) of the 
Social Security Act <42 U.S.C. 
1395mm<c)(3)) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subpara
graph: 

"<F><D Each eligible organization having a 
risk-sharing contract under this section 
shall notify individuals eligible to enroll 
with the organization under this section and 
individuals enrolled with the organization 
under this section that-

" (1) the organization is authorized by law 
to terminate or refuse to renew the con
tract, and 

"<ID termination or nonrenewal of the 
contract may result in termination of the 
enrollments of individuals enrolled with the 
organization under this section. 

" (ii) The notice required by clause (i) shall 
be included in-

"(1) any materials described in subpara
graph (C) t hat are distributed by an eligible 
organization to individuals eligible to enroll 
under this section with t he organization, 
and 

"(II) any explanation provided to enroll
ees by the organization pursuant to sub
paragraph <E )." . 

(b) APPLICATION.-The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to contracts 
entered into <or renewed) on or after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 2. CIVIL MONEY PENALTIES AND INTERMEDI

ATE SANCTIONS FOR ELIGIBLE ORGA
NIZATIONS WITH RISK-SHARING CON
TRACTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 1876(i)(6) of the 
Social Security Act <42 U.S.C. 1395mm(i)(6)) 
is amended to read as follows: 

" (6)(A) Any eligible organization with a 
r isk-sharing contract under this section 
that-

" (i) fails substantially to provide medical
ly necessary items and services that are re
quired <under law or under the contract) to 
be provided to an individual covered under 
the contract, if the failure has adversely af
fected <or has a substantial likelihood of ad
versely affecting) the individual, is subject 
t o a civil money penalty of not more than 
$25,000, 

"(ii) charges an individual covered under 
t he contract a greater premium than is per
mitted under this section, is subject to a 
civil money penalty of not more than $2,000 
plus double the excess amount charged <and 
the excess amount charged shall be deduct
ed from that penalty and returned to the in
dividual), 

"(iii) acts t o expel or t o refuse to re-enroll 
an individual in violation of the provisions 

of this section, is subject to a civil money 
penalty of not more than $15,000, for each 
incident, 

"(iv) engages in any practice that would 
reasonably be expected to have the effect of 
denying or discouraging enrollment with 
the organization <except as permitted by 
this section) by eligible individuals whose 
medical condition or history indicates a 
need for substantial future medical services, 
is subject to a civil money penalty of not 
more than $100,000, plus $15,000 for each 
individual consequently not enrolled, or 

"(v) misrepresents or falsifies enrollment 
information that is furnished to the Secre
tary, to an individual, or to any other entity, 
or enrolls an individual without the individ
ual's knowledge or consent or after making 
a material inducement to the individual, is 
subject to a civil money penalty of not more 
than $15,000 for each incident <or, in the 
case of enrollment information furnished to 
the Secretary, not more than $100,000 for 
each incident>. 

"(B) The provisions of section 1128A 
<other than subsections (a) and (b)) shall 
apply to a civil money penalty under sub
paragraph <A) in the same manner as they 
apply to a civil money penalty under that 
section. 

"(C) If the Secretary determines that an 
eligible organization has committed any of 
the violations specified in subparagraph (A), 
the Secretary, in addition to, or instead of, 
imposing a civil money penalty, may provide 
for the suspension of enrollment of individ
uals under this section or of payment to the 
organization under this section for individ
uals newly enrolled with the organization, 
after the date the Secretary notifies the or
ganization of the violation." . 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall become effec
tive at the end of the fourteen-day period 
beginning on the date of the enactment of 
this Act and shall not apply to administra
tive proceedings commenced before t he end 
of such period. 
SEC. 3. LIMITATION ON CONTRACTS WITH ELIGIBLE 

ORGANIZATIONS. 

(a) LIMITATION.-Section 1876 of the 
Social Security Act <42 U.S.C. 1395mm) is 
amended-

(1) in subsection (g)-
<A> in paragraph (1), by striking "The Sec

retary" and inserting in lieu thereof "Sub
ject to paragraph (7), the Secretary", and 

(B) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing: 

"(7) The Secretary may not enter into or 
renew a contract under t his subsection with 
any eligible organization unless that organi
zation is located in a State that requires any 
individual who-

"(A) is an employee or agent of an eligible 
organization with a risk-sharing contract 
under this subsection, and 

"(B) solicits the enrollment of any individ
ual under this section with the organization, 
t o be licensed in accordance with procedures 
established by or pursuant to State .law.", 
and 

(2) in subsection (h)<l)-
(A) by redesignating subparagraphs <A> 

and (B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively, 
(B) by inserting "(A)' ' after "(1)", and 
<C) by adding at the end thereof the fol

lowing: 
"(B) The Secretary may not enter into or 

renew a contract under this subsection with 
any eligible organization that is located in a 
State that fails t o meet the requirements of 
subsection (g)(7)." . 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to con
tracts entered into or renewed on or after 
January 1, 1990. 

• Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today with my distinguished colleague 
from California, Senator WILSON, to 
introduce S. 1582. The purpose of this 
legislation is to provide the Health 
Care Financing Administration 
[HCF AJ the authority to protect older 
Americans from possible abuses aris
ing from the sales and operations of 
health maintenance programs target
ed toward Medicare eligible Ameri
cans. 

In 1982, through the Tax Equity and 
Fiscal Responsibility Act, Congress 
gave HCFA the authority to contract 
with health maintenance organiza
tions [HMO'sJ and competitive medi
cal plans [CMP's] in order to make 
this kind of prepaid plan option avail
able to Medicare beneficiaries. It was 
not until 1985, however, that HCFA 
actually began contracting with 
HMO's and CMP's for the care of 
Medicare beneficiaries. Since that 
time, close to 1 million seniors have 
enrolled in these prepaid plans. 

This was a positive move due to the 
fact that this capitated approach
paying one preset amount for each en
rollee rather than paying on a fee-for
service basis-is such a cost-effective 
way of providing health care services. 
This approach in fact, appears to be a 
more cost effective way to provide 
health care services than through the 
traditional Medicare system, with an 
added supplemental plan. Perhaps this 
is the direction that the entire Medi
care system will eventually move. 

Mr. President, in Arizona we've been 
experimenting with a capitated ap
proach to providing care for our 
State's poor. Rather than utilizing the 
traditional fee-for-service Medicaid 
Program, Arizona and the Federal 
Government entered into a contrac
t ual agreement and established the 
Arizona health care cost containment 
system-or AHCCS for short. This 
Medicaid demonstration project has 
been a success. Not only has it facili
tated the providing of care to Arizo
na's poor, it has been a financial suc
cess-saving the State of Arizona and 
the Federal Government millions of 
dollars each year. Capitated health 
care programs may be the way of the 
future in terms of Government provid
ed health care coverage. 

The administration deserves to be 
commended for its efforts in develop
ing and promoting the HMO concept 
for the Medicare-eligible population. 
As we have witnessed in just 2 years of 
operation, this competitive, consumer 
choice program has become very popu
lar among seniors. The popularity of 
the program, however, has led to some 
abuse by a few quick profit solicitors. 



August 3, 1987 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 22029 
These unscrupulous individuals have 

illustrated that a potential for abuse 
does exist due in large part to a lack of 
effective means to deal with individ
uals who desire to operate in such a 
self -serving manner. 

While some safeguards were built 
into the program at the time of its in
ception, I believe we can and should do 
more to protect older Americans from 
the potential of abuse. Specifically, I 
think we need to do three things-all 
of which are addressed in this legisla
tion we are introducing today. 

First, we need to require eligible or
ganizations to inform potential enroll
ees, prior to enrolling in the health 
plan, that they may be disenrolled 
from the plan should the organization 
decide not to renew its contract. 

This will serve to promote greater 
consumer awareness, providing the 
consumer-up front-with all of the 
information they need to know in 
order to make a wise and informed de
CisiOn regarding the selection of 
health care coverage. 

Second, we need to give HCF A the 
authority to impose civil monetary 
penalties and/or intermediate sanc
tions on those organizations with risk 
sharing contracts who: Fail to provide 
medically necessary items and services, 
resulting in an adverse affect on the 
enrollee; charge an individual a great
er premium than is permitted; expel or 
refuse to reenroll an individual for 
medical reasons; deny or discourage an 
individual from enrolling whose medi
cal condition or history indicates a 
need for future medical services; or 
misrepresent or falsify information to 
the Department of Healt h and Human 
Services or the individual; enroll an in
dividual without the individual's 
knowledge or consent; or tries to 
induce an individual in t o enrolling by 
offering material goods. 

The only enforcement authority 
HCF A currently possesses in respond
ing to marketing abuses is the termi
nation of the organizat ion's contract . 
There are many scenarios where such 
action many not be warranted, but 
where action must still be t aken. The 
reality of terminating a contract is 
that seniors lose their health care 
plan. By providing HCF A with the 
flexibility and authority t o impose 
lesser sanctions and/or penalties, we 
provide more effective ability to ad
dress such abuses. 

Third, we ought to prevent the Sec
retary of HHS from entering into a re
newing a contract with any eligible or
ganization in a State that does not re
quire the licensure of those individuals 
participating in enrollment solicita
tions. This would facilitate compliance 
on the part of salesmen with accepted 
marketing practices in the solicitation 
or potential enrollees. 

The State of Arizona as well as 18 
other States already require licensure. 
Of the other 31 States, 16 have the au-

thority to promulgate such rules and 
regulations. Requiring licensure na
tionwide certainly would be a positive 
move. 

Mr. President, the capitated ap
proach to providing health care cover
age ought to remain an option for sen
iors. The existence of this option is 
threatened whenever unscrupulous in
dividuals attempt to take advantage of 
the system. We must give HCFA the 
tools to deal effectively with such indi
viduals. Hopefully, the mere existence 
of such tools serve as a deterence to 
those who would even flaunt with the 
thought of making a fast buck at the 
expense and well-being of others. 

I urge my colleagues to seriously 
consider this legislation and lend their 
support toward its adoption.e 

By Mr. REID: 
S. 1584. A bill to assure compliance 

with the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. · 

AIRSPACE PROTECTION ACT 

• Mr. REID. Mr. President, as an 
eagle soars over Nevada he beholds 
scenes of wonder as far as his his eyes 
can scan. 

Wheeling over her snowcapped 
mountain ranges he can marvel at the 
Ruby Mountains, and the Sierra Ne
vada's towering fortress. He can swing 
upward through the drafts rising from 
the Black Rock and Mojave Deserts, 
with their vast expanse of dunes, and 
the joshua trees marching in prehis
toric order. After a sudden summer 
rainstorm, he can smell the scent of 
sage warting from the valley floors 
sweeter than any perfume that could 
be devised by the poor hand of man. 

And suddenly, out of the still desert 
air, he can detect the scream of 
mighty jet engines. Our Nation's aerial 
power bursts through the desert si
lence as fighters roar across the desert 
flats at low level, and twist suddenly 
upward to the Sun in an awesome dis
play of the combination of technical 
ability and human skill which protects 
our Nation. 

Those aircraft, flying from bases at 
Nellis, Indian Springs, and Fallon, con
tribute extraordinarily to the defense 
of America and the free world. It is 
over those desert rangeE that our 
pilots hone their skills; it is in Nevad
a's desert air that they experience the 
anxiety and stress of aerial combat in 
a war without weapons. It is because 
those aerial battles take place that we 
can rest assured that the quality of 
our pilots is second to none on the 
face of this globe. 

The still desert air with all its 
beauty, and the sudden scream of jet 
engines. Can the two coexist? Can we 
protect our Nation's vital interests, 
and yet still prevent the destruction of 
t he very land those aircraft exist t o 
preserve? I believe we can. 

To protect both those interests, how
ever, we must first resolve a serious 
problem occurring in the the United 
States, particularly in the West: the 
wholesale giveaway of airspace to the 
Department of Defense. 

Airspace withdrawal is currently an 
administrative process which consists 
of the Secretary of Defense submit
ting a proposal to the Secretary of 
Transportation who, up until now, has 
acted as little more than a rubber 
stamp for DOD's requests. Airspace 
withdrawal not only restricts direct 
routes for civilian and commerical 
flights, but also has a significant 
effect on the health and safety of the 
people who live below or near the 
withdrawn area. 

In the case of designated low-alti
tude supersonic areas [SOA's], hun
dreds of sonic booms per day are being 
reported. The long-term effect on resi
dents of high volume exposure to 
sonic booms is still under study. For 
some, however, the situation has cre
ated intolerable living conditions. 

I do not question the necessity of re
stricted airspace so that the military 
can conduct mock aerial combat, 
bombing practice and flight testing, 
nor do I doubt the good will of the 
military, especially the staff at NAS 
Fallon, in dealing with the problem. 
However, the process must become one 
in which the Department of Defense 
seriously takes into account the 
impact upon the environment, includ
ing human safety. 

In my discussions with citizens, I 
have heard more and more complaints 
about the overwhelming and un
checked militarization of the public 
lands and the airspace above that 
land. 

Conveying that sentiment, I testified 
2 years ago before the House Public 
Lands Subcommittee on the illegal ac
quisition of the Navy's Bravo-20 bomb
ing range in Nevada. I reminded the 
Navy that withdrawing land over 5,000 
acres must be done by an act of Con
gress as stated in the Engle Act of 
1958, and that until an act is passed 
the public has a right to enter that 
land. 

In researching the airspace issue, I 
found there was no definitive law con
cerning its restrictions. That is why 2 
years ago I introduced H.R. 1584. That 
bill would have required congressional 
approval whenever the Department of 
Defense created any restriction on air
space over nonmilitary public land. 

I continued that effort last year, by 
introducing H.R. 4413, which again 
emphasized the problem of airspace 
restrictions over public lands. 

During my time in this honorable 
body, I have been made increasingly 
aware that the problem is not just 
with airspace rest rictions over public 
lands. The problem exists over both 
public and private lands. Simply put, 
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the problem involves airspace above 
the entire Nation. The problem, there
fore, affects all Americans. 

Aerial thunder and the use restric
tions on our land are becoming ex
tremely important to Americans, par
ticularly those in the Western United 
States. In Nevada, the military cur
rently restricts almost 20 million acres 
of airspace. 

I am convinced of the necessity of 
airspace withdrawals for the sort of 
flight training and testing which is 
done on the Nevada ranges. At the 
same time, however, citizens have been 
subjected increasingly to low-altitude 
supersonic flights by the military. 
These types of flights have had a sig
nificant adverse impact. 

Based on the realization that there 
was indeed a national problem, I 
broadened the scope of my legislative 
thrust to offer protection to all Ameri
cans. Today I am offering that legisla
tion. I feel it will provide that protec
tion. Yet, I also feel it is also limited 
enough to allow the military to be able 
to successfully perform its vital duties 
in the defense of our Nation. 

My bill is called the Airspace Protec
tion Act. By introducing this bill, I 
hope to balance the needs of Ameri
ca's defense against the need to pre
serve the land which that defense is 
designed to protect.e 

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself 
and Mr. STAFFORD): 

S. 1585. A bill to provide financial as
sistance to local educational agencies 
to improve the educational opportuni
ties of the Nation's children and 
adults by integrating early childhood 
education and adult education for par
ents into a unified program to be re
ferred to as "Even Start"; to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

EVEN START ACT 
• Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the 
persistence of illiteracy in this country 
is one of the largest challenges we 
face. One of the most tragic aspects of 
illiteracy is that it tends to be passed 
from one generation to the next. 
Today, together with Senators PELL 
and STAFFORD, I am introducing legis
lation to break this cycle. 

Over 60 million adults in this coun
try-or one-third of the adult Popula
tion-reads below the ninth grade 
level. Consider the kinds of basic sur
vival information that would be out of 
reach: Public housing leases, phone 
bills, food stamp applications, job 
manuals, even the antidote instruc
tions on a can of Drano-all of which 
require reading abilities above the 
ninth grade level. 

Even more tragic is that many of 
these adults will-despite their best in
tentions-pass their literacy problems 
on to their children. Lacking the intel
lectual stimulation that is crucial 
during the early years of life, the chil-

dren of nonreaders tend to grow up to 
be nonreaders as well. They enter 
school at a distinct disadvantage in 
comparison to children from reading 
household, and fall still further 
behind as their school years progress. 
Their parents are at a loss to offer 
even the most basic help-much less to 
get actively involved in their child's 
schooling. What we need to do is to 
give these parents help, and give their 
children an even start at school-an 
even start on literacy. 

The bill I'm introducing today, the 
Even Start Act, seeks to break the 
cycle by funding literacy programs tar
geted specifically at nonreading par
ents and their preschool-age children. 
The kinds of projects funded under 
this bill would combine adult and 
early childhood education in innova
tive ways. In an Even Start Program, 
parents would not only learn to read 
along with their children-they would 
also learn how to be their children's 
first teacher. They would, for the first 
time, get the tools to be true partici
pants in their children's education. 

This bill would authorize $30 million 
for Even Start projects in the first 
year, and such sums as may be neces
sary in the 4 subsequent years. These 
projects would be collaborative efforts 
between schools, libraries, community 
organizations, Head Start providers, 
JTPA agencies, and adult education 
organizations. Eligible for services 
would be families residing in chapter 1 
eligible school attendance areas: spe
cifically, nonreading parents and their 
children between the ages of 1 and 7. 

The purpose of the Even Start Act is 
to spur a wide variety of parent-child 
literacy programs, particularly those 
that: 

Involve parents and children togeth
er, providing instruction to both in the 
same setting or in the home where 
possible; use a variety of nonschool 
settings, since school, to the nonread
ing adult, can be a symbol of failure; 
and make maximum use of the liter
acy resources the community already 
has: Rather than supercede or com
pete with existing services, Even Start 
projects should build on these services. 

Some may question the need for a 
new literacy program. First of all, Fed
eral funding for literacy efforts is a far 
cry from the all-out effort that is 
needed. It amounts to about $350 mil
lion every year-or about $5.83 for 
each nonreader. When you consider 
the enormous social and personal costs 
of illiteracy, it is clear that we need to 
do more. 

Second, Even Start tackles a very 
specific facet of illiteracy: The dilem
ma of parents who are unable to help 
their children succeed in school be
cause fo their own literacy problems. 

Imagine the anguish of parents who 
know they should be reading to their 
preschooler, but can't; who can't inter
pret or reply to notes from teachers or 

school bulletins; and who must stand 
helplessly by while their children try 
to handle school's challenges all alone. 
Imagine the child who gets no rein
forcement at home for what he or she 
learns in school. 

Even Start programs would address 
both sides of this problem by using a 
joint parent/child approach. This is 
something quite new, but where it has 
been done, it has been phenomenally 
successful. This is because nonreaders 
who are the parents of young children 
have not only a tremendous need to 
learn to read-they also have a tre
mendous incentive. In my view, the 
joint parent/child approach is so 
promising that it warrants a concerted 
effort, in the form of a nationwide 
program. It offers us our best hope for 
breaking the inexorable cycle in which 
illiteracy is handed down from one 
generation to the next. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a copy of the Even Start Act 
and a summary of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. I urge my 
colleagues to lend their support to this 
effort, and hope that the Senate will 
see fit to act swiftly upon it. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1585 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited a the 

"Even Start Act". 

PROGRAM AUTHORIZED 
SEc. 2. The Education Consolidation and 

Improvement Act of 1981 is amended-
( 1) by redesignating chapter 3 as chapter 

4; and 
(2) by adding after chapter 2 the following 

new chapter: 

"CHAPTER 3-EVEN START PROGRAMS 

"STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 
"SEc. 590A. It is the purpose of this chap

ter to improve the educational opportunities 
of the Nation's children and adults by inte
grating early childhood education and adult 
education for parents into a unified pro
gram to be referred to as "Even Start", to 
be implemented through cooperative 
projects that build on existing community 
resources. 

"GRANT ALLOCATION 
"SEC. 590B. (a) STATE ALLOCATION.-Except 

as provided in subsections (b) and (c), each 
State shall be eligible to receive a grant 
under this chapter in each fiscal year that 
bears the same ratio to the amount appro
priated for this chapter in that fiscal year 
as the amount allocated under section 111 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965, as incorporated by reference in 
chapter 1 of this Act, to local educational 
agencies in the State bears to the total 
amount allocated to such agencies in all 
States. 

"(b) STATE MINIMUM.-
"(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 

no State shall receive more than 5 percent 
or less than three-fourths of one percent of 
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the amount appropriated for this chapter 
for any fiscal year. 

"(2) Subject to the availability of appro
priations, no State shall receive less than 
$100,000 for any fiscal year. 

"USES OF FUNDS 
"SEc. 590C. (a) IN GENERAL.-Funds made 

available to local educational agencies under 
this chapter shall be used to pay the Feder
al share of the cost of providing family-cen
tered education programs which involve 
parents and children in a cooperative effort 
to help parents become full partners in the 
education of their children and to assist 
children in reaching their full potential as 
learners. 

"(b) PROGRAM ELEMENTS.-Each program 
assisted under this chapter shall include-

"( 1) the identification and recruitment of 
eligible children; 

"(2) screening and preparation of parents 
and children for participation, including 
testing, referral to necessary counseling, 
and related services; 

"(3) design of programs and provision of 
support services (when unavailable from 
other sources> appropriate to the partici
pants' work and other responsibilities, in
cluding-

"(A) scheduling and location of services to 
allow joint participation by parents and 
children; 

"(B) child care; and 
"(C) transportation; 
"(4) the establishment of instructional 

programs that promote adult literacy, train
ing parents to support the education and 
growth of their children, and preparation of 
children for success in regular school pro
grams; 

"(5) provision of special training to enable 
staff to develop the skills necessary to work 
with parents and young children in the full 
range of instructional services offered 
through this chapter <including child care 
staff in programs enrolling children of par
ticipants under this chapter on a space 
available basis); 

"(6) provision of and monitoring of inte
grated instructional services to participating 
parents and children through home-based 
programs; and 
· "(7) coordination of programs assisted 
under this chapter with programs assisted 
under chapter 1, the Adult Education Act, 
the Job Training Partnership Act, and with 
the Head Start program, volunteer literacy 
programs, and other relevant programs. 

"(C) FEDERAL SHARE LIMITATION.-The Fed
eral share under this chapter may be-

"(1) not more than 80 percent of the total 
cost of the program in the first year of the 
local educational agency receives assistance 
under this chapter, 

"(2) 60 percent in the second such year, 
"(3) 40 percent in the third such year, and 
"(4) 20 percent in the fourth and any sub-

sequent such year. 
The non-Federal share may be obtained 
from any available source (including Feder
al, State, and local programs and part A of 
this chapter). 

"ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANTS 
"SEc. 590D. Eligible participants in a pro

gram assisted by a local educational agency 
under this chapter may be a parent and 
child from a family that includes-

"(!) a parent who is eligible for participa
tion in an adult basic education program 
under the Adult Education Act; and 

"(2) a child aged 1 to 7, inclusive, who re
sides in a school attendance area designated 

for participation in programs under chapter 
1. 

"APPLICATIONS 
"SEc. 590E. (a) SUBMISSION.-To be eligi

ble to receive a grant a local educational 
agency shall submit an application to the 
State educational agency in such form and 
containing or accompanied by such informa
tion as the State educational agency may re
quire. 

"(b) REQUIRED DocuMENTATION.-Each 
such application shall include documenta
tion that the local educational agency has 
the qualified personnel required-

"(!) to develop, administer, and imple
ment the program required by this chapter, 
and 

"(2) to provide special training necessary 
to prepare staff for the program. 

"(c) PLAN.-Each such application shall 
also include a plan of operation for the pro
gram which includes-

"(!) a description of the program goals; 
"(2) a description of the activities and 

services which will be provided under the 
program <including training and prepara
tion of staff); 

"(3) a description of the population to be 
served and an estimate of the number of 
participants; 

"(4) a statement of the methods which 
will be used-

"(A) to ensure that the programs will 
serve those eligible participants most in 
need of the activities and services provided 
by this chapter; 

"(B) to provide services under this chapter 
to special populations, such as individuals 
with limited English proficiency and indi
viduals with handicaps; and 

"(C) to encourage participants to remain 
in the programs for a time sufficient to 
meet program goals; and 

"(5) a description of the methods by 
which the applicant will coordinate pro
grams under this chapter with programs 
under part A of this chapter, the Adult Edu
cation Act, the Job Training Partnership 
Act, and with Head Start programs, volun
teer literacy programs, and other relevant 
programs. 

"AWARD OF GRANTS 
"SEC. 590F. (a) SELECTION PROCESS.-Each 

State educational agency shall award grants 
on the basis of proposals which-

"0) are most likely to be successful in 
meeting the goals of this chapter; 

"(2) are serving areas of the State in 
greatest need of services provided under this 
chapter; 

"(3) demonstrate the greatest degree of 
cooperation and coordination between a va
riety of relevant service providers in all 
phases of the program; 

"(4) submit budgets which appear reason
able, given the scope of the proposal; 

"(5) demonstrate the local educational 
agency's ability to provide the non-Federal 
share of the cost of the program as required 
by section 590C<c>; 

"(6) are representative of urban and rural 
regions of the State; and 

"(7) show the greatest promise for provid
ing models which may be transferred to 
other local educational agencies. 

"(b) DURATION.-Grants may be awarded 
for a period not to exceed 4 years. 

"EVALUATION 
"SEC. 5900. (a) INDEPENDENT ANNUAL EVAL

UATION.-The Secretary shall provide for 
the annual independent evaluation of pro
grams under this chapter to determine their 
effectiveness in providing-

"(1) services to special populations; 
"(2) adult education services; 
"(3) parent training; 
"(4) home-based programs involving par

ents and children; 
"(5) coordination with related services 

programs; and 
"(6) training of related personnel in ap

propriate skill areas. 
"(b) CRITERIA.-
"( 1) Evaluations shall be conducted by in

dividuals not directly involved in the admin
istration of the program or project oper
ation under this chapter. Such independent 
evaluators and the program administrators 
shall jointly develop evaluation criteria 
which provide for appropriate analysis of 
the factors under subsection <a>. When pos
sible, evaluations shall include comparisons 
with appropriate control groups. 

"(2) In order to determine a program's ef
fectiveness in achieving its stated goals, the 
evaluations shall contain objective measures 
of such goals and, whenever feasible, shall 
obtain the specific views of program partici
pants about such programs. 

"(C) REPORT TO CONGRESS AND DISSEl\IINA
TION.-The Secretary shall prepare and 
submit to the Congress an annual review 
and summary of the results of such evalua
tions. The annual evaluations shall be sub
mitted to the national diffusion network in 
the form required for consideration, for pos
sible dissemination. 

"AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
"SEc. 590H. There are authorized to be ap

propriated $30,000,000 for fiscal year 1988 
and such sums as may be necessary for each 
of the fiscal years 1989, 1990, 1991, 1992, 
and 1993 to carry out the provisions of this 
chapter.". 

SuMMARY: THE EvEN START AcT OF 1987 
Purpose: To break the generational cycle 

of illiteracy by funding innovative literacy 
programs for non-reading parents of very 
young children. These children often start 
school at a disadvantage in relation to chil
dren from reading households, and fall still 
further behind as their school years 
progress. Their parents are at a loss to help, 
because of their own literacy problems. 

By providing literacy training in these 
crucial early years, we will enable parents to 
participate in their children's education for 
the first time, and thus to give them an 
"even start" at school. 

Funding: $30 million in the first year; 
such sums as may be necessary in each of 
the five succeeding years. 

Allocation to States: States would receive 
Even Start allocations in proportion to their 
Chapter One allocations. The states would 
then review proposals for Even Start 
projects: collaborative efforts by schools, li
braries, community organizations, Head 
Start providers, JTP A agencies, and adult 
education organizations to provide parent/ 
child literacy instruction. 

Grantees; required coordination with 
other literacy services: In these collabora
tive efforts. the school would serve as the 
umbrella organization: that is, the school 
would actually apply for and receive an 
Even Start grant on behalf of all the other 
entities. This does not mean that the 
schools would necessarily be the focus of 
Even Start activities; the intent of the pro
gram is to provide for maximum coordina
tion with other literacy resources and maxi
mum flexibility in the type of services of
fered. Rather than supersede or compete 
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with existing services, Even Start projects 
should build on these services. 

Federal/State match: Applications show
ing the most promise would be funded for 4 
years, with a declining federal share each 
year: 80 percent, 60 percent, 40 percent, 20 
percent. The purpose here is to encourage 
Even Start grantees to become self-suffi
cient, so that the programs would continue 
to exist after federal funds are withdrawn 
and given to other worthy applicants. 

Eligible participants in even start pro
grams: Non-reading parents and their chil
dren <between the ages of 1 and 7> who 
reside in Chapter one-eligible attendance 
areas. <About 64% of RI's school districts 
are Chapter One-eligible. >e 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to join the Senator from 
Rhode Island as a cosponsor of the 
Even Start Act. This program address
es the critical problem of illiteracy in 
our country in a very unique and 
promising way. Even Start combines 
adult education for parents with limit
ed skills, and school readiness training 
for their young children into a single 
educational program. 

During the 99th Congress, the 
Senate Subcommittee on Education, 
Arts and Humanities and the House 
Subcommittee on Elementary, Second
ary and Vocational Education, held a 
series of hearings on the issues sur
rounding illiteracy in the United 
States. We found that 23 million adult 
Americans, or 1 in every 5, are func
tionally illiterate as defined by the 
simplest test of everyday reading, writ
ing, and comprehension. Illiteracy is 
found in every segment of society, and 
despite the many exemplary Federal, 
public, and private activities which 
provide literacy skills, we still have 
many more people to reach. We have 
yet to meet the needs of the unem
ployed, dislocated workers, housewives 
entering the job market, retired per
sons, or the close to 1 million 
teenagers who drop out of high school 
each year. 

It is this Senator's belief that the 
Even Start Act is a way in which we 
can break the cycle of illiteracy by 
bringing parents and children together 
to learn. Parents with children be
tween the ages of 1 and 7 from school 
attendance areas where the literacy 
problem is the greatest, may acquire 
the skills necessary to prepare their 
children for school and enhance their 
children's educational achievement at 
home. 

I am pleased to rise in support of 
this bill today, and urge my colleagues 
to join me in cosponsoring this worthy 
and promising piece of legislation. 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
WEICKER, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. SIMON, and Mr. 
METZENBAUM): 

S. 1586. A bill to provide financial as
sistance under the Education of the 
Handicapped Act to assist severely 
handicapped infants, children, and 
youth to improve their educational op-

portunities through the use of assist
ive device resource centers, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources. 

TECHNOLOGY TO EDUCATE CHILDREN WITH 
HANDICAPS ACT 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I rise to 
introduce a very important piece of 
legislation on behalf of myself and 
Senators WEICKER, STAFFORD, KENNE
DY, SIMON, and METZENBAUM, all of 
whom have a long and distinguished 
record in helping to improve the lives 
of citizens with disabilities. 

This legislation will really make a 
positive difference in the lives of chil
dren with special needs. The Technol
ogy to Educate Children With Handi
caps Act or the "Tech" bill, which I 
might add has been endorsed by over 
20 national organizations who repre
sent citizens with disabilities, estab
lishes assistive device resource centers 
in each State. The purpose of these 
centers is to act as a resource so that 
handicapped children, through the use 
of technology. can gain more inde
pendence in the classroom and more 
independence in their social activities. 

In our society from the very first 
day that a physically challenged 
infant is born, a host of barriers con
front him. And parents of handi
capped children are forced to face re
strictions in their everyday lives. I 
cannot tell you the number of times 
that I have heard from parents about 
how they must devote each waking 
hour to making sure that their child is 
getting a fair and appropriate educa
tion; and often being too exhausted to 
offer any time to other children or 
even a spouse. But, why does that situ
ation frequently occur? Basically, it is 
the fear of the unknown. Educators 
often are afraid of what they do not 
understand. Children who are 
nonverbal, children who use wheel
chairs and children who have no con
trol over the use of their arms and legs 
can be quite intimidating to someone 
who has not had the opportunity to 
learn about the unlimited potential 
that a handicapped child possesses. 

The legislation that we are introduc
ing today is designed to eliminate the 
uncomfortable, unfortunate and 
frankly, unnecessary educational bar
riers that face our special needs chil
dren through the use of technology. 
In Massachusetts alone, there are ap
proximately 130,000 children who can 
benefit from the "Tech" bill and na
tionally the number is close to 4.5 mil
lion. The legislation amends the Edu
cation of the Handicapped Act by in
cluding a new discretionary program. 
It authorizes $20 million in fiscal year 
1988, and the authorization is ex
tended for 3 years. It also includes a 
State match of 30 percent the first 
year and then 35 percent and 40 per
cent for fiscal year 1990. The purpose 
of the "Tech" bill is to ensure that 
handicapped children have the oppor-

tunity to reach their educational po
tential through the use of assistive 
device technology which will enable 
them to maximize their learning capa
bility. Whether it is the most ad
vanced microcomputer to help a child 
communicate or a special seating 
system so that a child can sit up 
straight and participate in activities 
around him, assistive devices can mean 
the difference between sitting alone in 
a corner of a classroom or joking and 
playing with a fellow classmate. 

Assistive device resource centers pro
vide a number of services to handi
capped children and their families. 
The centers will set up statewide serv
ice delivery systems. The centers 
assess the needs of, and train special
ists to assess the needs of handicapped 
children, in order to determine what 
type of assistive device is most appro
priate for a child in order to help him 
get the most out of school. Once it is 
decided what kind of assistive device is 
right for a child the center will help 
find funding for the assistive device. 
Whether it is working with a computer 
company to have one donated, con
tacting a private insurer or work out a 
payment scheme, grants under the 
Education of the Handicapped Act or 
even Medicaid funds, the resource 
center will help parents and their chil
dren get an assistive device. The re
source center is there to train parents 
and educators in how to use assistive 
devices so that they feel comfortable 
with the device. The resource center 
will provide followup services with the 
schools and families to make sure that 
everything is going well. And then 
when a child outgrows his device and 
is ready to move on to more advanced 
equipment, the resource center is 
there to help find new equipment, and 
to act as a sort of clearinghouse for 
the old equipment so that another 
child can use the assistive device. And 
finally assistive device resource cen
ters will disseminate information 
throughout the States on assistive de
vices and their availability. 

Our Nation has entered the high
technology age. We have reached an 
era that is dominated by sophisticated 
computer technology. At a time when 
every classroom and many households 
have personal computers it seems par
ticularly appropriate for handicapped 
children who can benefit most from 
such technology be able to access it. 
We have universities and advanced 
hospitals who have already demon
strated the success of assistive device 
technology. Let's offer them a boost. 
Let's take the models that we have in 
various parts of the country and apply 
their expertise nationwide, and there
fore offer these excellent services to 
all handicapped children throughout 
America. 

Before I close I would like to briefly 
tell you about a Massachusetts resi-
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dent who I met this morning. His 
name is Ricky Hoyt. He has cerebral 
palsy, is nonverbal, has limited mobili
ty, and uses a wheel chair. When I met 
Ricky, through the use of his synthe
sized talking computer activated by a 
head switch, Ricky told me what 
assistive devices. have meant to him. 
After years of frustration of not being 
able to communicate he now can. He 
has an active social and recreational 
life. Rick and his father have been in 
the Boston marathon several times 
and currently Rick is attending Boston 
University and getting a degree in re
habilitation engineering and counsel
ing. Rick told me that assistive devices 
have made this all possible and that 
he plans to devote his efforts to 
ensure that the "Tech" bill is enacted 
into law. 

Mr. President, I thank my distin
guished colleagues for their support of 
the "Tech" bill. I look forward to tech
nology hearings this fall in the Sub
committee on the Handicapped, and I 
urge my colleagues to join this effort 
which will really make a tremendous 
difference to handicapped children. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. I also ask for unanimous con
sent that a list of the national organi
zations who have endorsed the "Tech" 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1586 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"Technology To Educate Children With 
Handicaps Act". 

FINDING; DECLARATION OF PURPOSE 
SEC. 2. (a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds 

that assistive devices are beneficial in help
ing severely handicapped infants, children, 
and youth improve their educational per
formance and increase their interaction 
with other handicapped and nonhandi
capped children in the least restrictive envi
ronment. 

(b) PuRPOSE.-Therefore, it is the purpose 
of this Act to provide financial assistance 
for the establishment of assistive device re
source centers in each State to allow severe
ly handicapped infants, toddlers, children, 
and youths to reach their maximum poten
tial in least restrictive environments. 

ASSISTIVE DEVICE RESOURCE CENTERS PROGRAM 
AUTHORIZED 

SEC. 3. (a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.-Part G 
of the Education of the Handicapped Act is 
amended-

(1) by inserting before section 661 the fol
lowing: 

"Subpart 1-General Authority"; and 
<2> by adding at the end thereof the fol

lowing new subpart: 

"Subpart 2-Assistive Device Resource 
Centers 

"ASSISTIVE DEVICE RESOURCE CENTERS 
AUTHORIZED 

"SEC. 663. (a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.-The 
Secretary shall, from amounts appropriated 
pursuant to section 669, make grants to 
States to pay the Federal share of the cost 
of establishing assistive device resource cen
ters, in accordance with the provisions of 
this subpart. 

''ALLOTMENT 
"SEc. 664. The Secretary shall, from the 

amount appropriated for this subpart for 
each fiscal year, allot to each State an 
amount which bears the same ratio to such 
amount as the number of children with 
handicaps counted under section 611 of this 
Act for the fiscal year prior to the fiscal 
year for which the determination is made 
bears to the total number of such children 
in all States, except that no State shall re
ceive less than $150,000. 

"SERVICES 
"SEC. 665. (a) ELIGIBILITY FOR SERVICES.

Each assistive device resource center estab
lished with assistance under this subpart 
shall serve-

"( 1) severely handicapped infants and tod
dlers as defined by the State in the applica
tion required under this subpart; 

"(2) severely handicapped children and 
youth as defined in the State application 
approved under this subpart; and 

"(3) severely handicapped individuals who 
have attained 21 years of age if the State 
plan prescribes a targeted population of 
handicapped individuals who have attained 
21 years of age. 

"(b) SCOPE OF CENTER SERVICES.-Each 
center receiving assistance under this sub
part shall-

"(1) train and assist specialists in local 
educational agencies and nonprofit commu
nity organizations to evaluate a handi
capped student's potential to benefit from 
the use of assistive devices; 

"(2) instruct teachers, therapists, parapro
fessionals , parents, family members, other 
significant individuals, and handicapped stu
dents in the appropriate use of assistive de
vices; 

"(3) provide follow-up services for individ
uals who have received services by the 
center when appropriate and collect data to 
determine the effectiveness of the services 
provided; 

"(4) develop a statewide service delivery 
system for severely handicapped infants, 
toddlers, children, and youth that ensures 
all handicapped children and local educa
tional agencies have access to the services of 
the center; 

" (5) have the ability to assist in the devel
opment, design, fabrication, and modifica
tion of assistive devices to meet the needs of 
handicapped individuals; 

" (6) disseminate information to local edu
cational agencies and nonprofit community 
organizations on assistive devices and their 
availability; and 

" (7) provide in-service training to special
ists, teachers, administrators, parents, fami
lies, and other significant individuals work
ing with handicapped students on the bene
fits of assistive devices to promote improved 
educational performance and increased 
interaction between handicapped and non
handicapped individuals. 

" (C) PRIORITY OF SERVICE; CONSTRUC· 
TION.-0) Each State shall assure priority 
of services for handicapped infants, tod-

dlers, children, and youth from birth 
through age 21. 

"(2) Nothing in this subpart precludes the 
provision of services available from the as
sistive device resource center to handi
capped individuals who are no longer eligi
ble for services under the Education of the 
Handicapped Act. 

"(d) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.-0) Each 
center receiving assistance under this sub
part shall establish an Advisory Committee. 

"(2) No Federal funds may be used for the 
operations of the Advisory Committee. 

"APPLICATIONS 
"SEC. 666. (a) APPLICATIONS REQUIRED.

Each State desiring to receive its allotment 
under this subpart shall submit an applica
tion to the Secretary at such time, in such 
manner, and containing or accompanied by 
such information as the Secretary may rea
sonably require. 

"(b) CONTENTS OF APPLICATIONS.-0) Each 
such application shall-

"(A) describe the manner in which the 
State will carry out a plan to meet the re
quirements of this subpart; 

"(B) describe the severely handicapped in
fants, toddlers, children, and youth who will 
be eligible for services provided through as
sistance under this subpart; 

"(C) describe the types of services that 
will be offered by the assistive device re
source center and the manner in which serv
ices will be provided; 

"(D) provide assurances that the State 
will ensure that activities of the assistive 
device resource center are coordinated with 
Rehabilitation Engineering Centers ·in the 
State; 

"(E) describe the procedures that will be 
used to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
services provided by the assistive device re
source center; 

"(F) provide assurances that the State will 
use Federal funds only to supplement and 
increase the level of State and local funds 
expended for assistive device resource cen
ters for handicapped infants, toddlers, chil
dren, and youth and in no case to supplant 
such State and local funds; 

" (G) provide assurances that the State 
will pay from non-Federal sources the non
Federal share of the cost of the application; 
and 

"(H) provide such additional assurances as 
the Secretary requires to carry out the pro
visions of this subpart. 

"(2) Each application submitted under 
paragraph (1) shall be submitted by the 
Governor of the State for a period not to 
exceed 3 fiscal years. 

"(3) Any public agency or private nonprof
it organization or institution may submit an 
application to the State for a grant to estab
lish an assistive device resource center in 
the State to carry out the services describe 
in subsection (c). 

"PAYMENTS; FEDERAL SHARE 
"SEc. 667. (a) PAYMENT RULE.- The Secre

tary shall pay to each State having an appli
cation approved under section 664 the Fed
eral share of the cost of the activities de
scribed in the application. 

" (b) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share 
shall be-

"(1) 70 percent for fiscal year 1988; 
"(2) 65 percent for fiscal year 1989; and 
" (3) 60 percent for fiscal year 1990. 

"DEFINITIONS 
"SEc. 668. For the purpose of this sub

part-
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"(1) the term 'assistive devices' includes 

adaptive learning devices, mobility and seat
ing systems, augmentative communications 
systems, writing and reading devices, and 
environmental control devices; 

" (2) the term 'assistive device resource 
center' means a center established by a 
public agency or a private nonprofit organi
zation or institution designed to facilitate 
the appropriate use of commercial and non
commercial available devices that will assist 
severely handicapped infants, toddlers, chil
dren, and youth, and other handicapped in
dividuals to reach their maximum potential; 
and 

" (3) the term 'severely handicapped in
fants, toddlers, children, and youth' means 
handicapped infants, toddlers, children, and 
youth who, because of the intensity of their 
physical, mental, or emotional problems, 
need specialized educational and technologi
cal services in order to reach their maxi
mum potential in the least restrictive envi
ronment. 

"AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
"SEc. 669. There are authorized to be ap

propriated to carry out the provisions of 
this subpart $20,000,000 for the fiscal year 
1988 and such sums as may be necessary for 
each succeeding fiscal year ending prior to 
October 1, 1990.". 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-Section 662 of 
such Act is amended by striking out "part" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "subpart" . 

GROUPS WHO HAVE ENDORSED THE KERRY 
TECH LEGISLATION 

American Association of University Affili
ated Programs. 

American Association of Mental Deficien
cy. 

American Occupational Therapy Associa
tion 

American Physical Therapy Association. 
American Speech Language Hearing Asso

ciation. 
Association for Education of Rehabilita

tion Personnel. 
Association for Children and Adults with 

Learning Disabilities. 
Association for Retarded Citizens. 
Association for Advance Rehabilitation 

Technology. 
Child Welfare League of America. 
Conference of Education Administrators 

Serving the Deaf. 
Council of Organizational Representa-

tives. 
Disability Rights and Defense Fund. 
Epilepsy Foundation. 
Federation of Children with Special 

Needs. 
National Association of Protection and 

Advocacy Systems. 
National Association of Rehabilitation 

Professionals in the Private Sector. 
National Association of State Directors of 

Special Education. 
National Council on Rehabilitation Edu-

cation. 
National Easter Seal Society. 
National Head Injury Foundation. 
Spina Bifida Association of America. 
United Cerebral Palsy Association. 

TECHNOLOGY TO EDUCATE CHILDREN WITH 
HANDICAPS ACT 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I am 
proud to be an original cosponsor of 
the Technology to Educate Children 
With Handicaps Act, a bill introduced 
today by Senator JOHN KERRY. This 
important legislation will amend the 
Education of the Handicapped Act to 

add a new section authorizing grants 
to States for establishing assistive de
vices resource centers to help inte
grate severely handicapped infants 
and children into the classroom 
through the use of technology. These 
centers will be required to develop a 
statewide system of service delivery to 
ensure that disabled children have 
access to the services of the resource 
center. They will further be able to 
train parents, educators, and disabled 
children themselves on the use of 
these technological devices. 

Technology for individuals with dis
abilities is clearly an important and 
evolving area which has proven its 
value in assisting individuals with 
severe disabilities to be more inde
pendent, and thus more integrated 
into the mainstream. Last year the 
amendments to the Rehabilitation Act 
recognized the value of technology 
through its emphasis on rehabilitation 
engineering as a means of getting 
people with disabilities into the com
petitive work force. This bill recog
nizes the equally important role that 
techonology can play in reducing bar
riers in communication, mobility, self
direction, and learning in the lives of 
children who have severe disabilities. 

This measure will be referred to the 
Subcommittee on the Handicapped, 
now chaired by Senator HARKIN. 
Under his leadership, the subcommit
tee intends to hold hearings on the use 
of technology to benefit the Nation's 
disabled citizens, and the measure 
being introduced today merits careful 
consideration by the subcommittee as 
it develops comprehensive technology 
legislation. 

I look forward to working with Sena
tor KERRY, Senator HARKIN, and the 
cosponsors of this legislation to ensure 
that individuals with disabilities are 
able to access the technology which 
can make the difference between de
pendence and independence, and a life 
of dignity and fulfillment for millions 
of Americans. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to join my colleagues, Sen
ator KERRY and Senator WEICKER, as 
an original cosponsor of the Technolo
gy to Educate Children Act of 1987. 
This legislation will provide funds to 
States to establish assistive devices re
source centers. These centers will in 
turn help local school districts with 
their important task of integrating se
verely handicapped youngsters in our 
public schools. 

Technology to assist the disabled 
has made dramatic strides in recent 
years. Previously isolated individuals 
are now able to communicate with spe
cially equipped computer terminals. 
People with severe physical handicaps 
have new found mobility because of 
advances in rehabilitation engineering. 
I am sure many of us know someone 
personally who has benefited from 
this remarkable new technology. 

This legislation will bring state-of
the-art technology services within 
reach of urban as well as rural commu
nities around the Nation. Very severe
ly disabled children for whom a least 
restrictive school placement was once 
a hospital room will be able to attend 
their neighborhood schools with the 
benefit of services made available 
through assistive devices centers. 

In summary, technological advances 
which once served only the most for
tunate among us will be available to 
everyone. 

When Congress enacted Public Law 
94-142, the Education of All Handi
capped Children Act, the discretionary 
programs were included to enable 
States, universities, and other grant 
recipients to keep pace with evolutions 
in the field of special education. Their 
inclusion demonstrated an awareness 
that the kinds of services which would 
be needed to truly integrate handi
capped people in the mainstream of 
public education would change over 
time. We have entered a technological 
era that holds great promise for phys
ically and mentally challenged chil
dren and adults. The legislation being 
introduced today is modest in scope 
but limitless in the future opportuni
ties it holds for handicapped people of 
all ages. I commend Senator KERRY 
and Senator WEICKER for their leader
ship on this issue, and encourage my 
Senate colleagues to join me in co
sponsoring this legislation. 

By Mr. D'AMATO: 
S. 1587. A bill to authorize the mint

ing of commemorative coins to support 
the training of American athletes par
ticipating in the 1988 Olympic Games; 
to the Committee on Banking, Hous
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

1988 OLYMPIC COMMEMORATIVE COIN ACT 
e Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation author
izing the minting of gold and silver 
commemorative coins next year memo
rializing the competition of U.S. ath
letes in the 1988 winter and summer 
Olympic Games. These coins will help 
raise the funds needed for the support 
and training of America's athletes. In 
so doing, I am pleased and proud to be 
following my distinguished friend 
from Illinois, Congressman FRANK AN
NUNZIO, who has introduced the com
panion bill in the other body, H.R. 
2741. 

Across America, thousands of our 
finest athletes are in training today 
for the 1988 U.S. Olympic teams. 
Many of them are making great per
sonal sacrifices in the sole hope of rep
resenting the land they love at the 
highest level of international competi
tion. Thousands of hours of lonely 
practice must be put into the goal of 
standing on the victory platform while 
the American flag is raised, and our 
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National Anthem is played. As the 
hearts of Americans swell with pride. 

This idea is not novel. It has helped 
before to make a significant contribu
tion to the support of America's ath
letes. In 1982, Congress authorized a 
similar minting of commemorative 
coins for the 1984 Los Angeles Olym
pic Games. Sale of those coins raised 
$73.5 million for the U.S. Olympic 
Committee, making it possible for the 
USOC to distribute $6.4 million to the 
amateur sports organizations responsi
ble for the promotion of particular 
amateur sports. This money played a 
significant role in enabling our com
petitors to win more medals in the 
1984 summer games than ever won by 
any nation at a single olympiad. 

An additional $31.7 million in money 
raised from these sales helped fund 
the United States Olympic Founda
tion. 

While that money has been a tre
mendous help to the Olympic Commit
tee, the costs of participating in the 
Olympic Games continue to rise. This 
new minting should help raise millions 
of badly needed dollars so that Ameri
can athletes can have the facilities 
necessary to fully realize their poten
tial and do their best at the games. 

This bill authorizes the minting of 1 
million gold coins and 10 million silver 
coins to be sold directly by the U.S. 
Mint to the public. A surcharge at
tached to the coins will go directly to 
the U.S. Olympic Committee to sup
port local amateur programs and erect 
facilities for athletic training. 

The legislation directs, incidentally, 
that the coins be sold at no net cost to 
the Government. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to join 
Congressman ANNUNZIO in sponsoring 
this effort and I sincerely hope all of 
my colleagues will join me in support
ing our Olympic athletes.e 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 680 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
name of the Senator from Maryland 
[Ms. MIKULSKI] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 680, a bill to prohibit the 
use of subtherapeutic doses of penicil
lin, chlortetracycline, and oxytetracy
cline in animal feed. 

s. 889 

At the request of Mr. GORE, the 
names of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. DANFORTH], and the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. HoLLINGS] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 889, a bill to 
amend the Communications Act of 
1934 to provide for fair marketing 
practices for certain encrypted satel
lite communications. 

s. 909 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoRE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 909, a bill to require that all 
amounts saved as a result of Federal 

Government contracting pursuant to 
Office of Management and Budget 
Circular A-76 be returned to the 
Treasury, that manpower savings re
sulting from such contracting be made 
permanent, and that employees of an 
executive agency be consulted before 
contracting determinations by the 
head of that executive agency are 
made pursuant to that circular. 

s. 1085 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. PRYOR], the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. COHEN], and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. HEINZ] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1085, a bill to 
create an independent oversight board 
to ensure the safety of U.S. Govern
ment nuclear facilities, to apply the 
provisions of OSHA to certain Depart
ment of Energy nuclear facilities, to 
clarify the jurisdiction and powers of 
Government agencies dealing with nu
clear wastes, to ensure independent re
search on the effects of radiation on 
human beings, and for other purposes. 

s. 1142 

At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HEFLIN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1142, a bill to provide Federal 
recognition of the Mowa Band of 
Choctaw Indians of Alabama. 

s. 1436 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
name of the Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. BoND] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1436, a bill to amend the Hazard
ous Materials Transportation Act re
garding the transportation by rail of 
certain materials, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 1438 

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, 
the name of the Senator from Oklaho
ma [Mr. NICKLES] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1438, a bill to assist rural 
hospitals facing unfair Medicare pay
ment policies. 

s. 1440 

At the request of Mr. EvANS, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. JOHNSTON] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1440, a bill to provide 
consistency in the treatment of qual
ity control review procedures and 
standards in the Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children, Medicaid and 
Food Stamp programs; to impose a 
temporary moratorium for the collec
tion of penalties under such programs, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 1503 

At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SHELBY] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1503, a bill to cancel repay
ment of the community disaster loan 
made to the city of Prichard, Alabama. 

s. 1511 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. STAFFORD] was added as a cospon-

sor of S. 1511, a bill to amend title IV 
of the Social Security Act to replace 
the AFDC program with a comprehen
sive program of mandatory child sup
port and work training which provides 
for transitional child care and medical 
assistance, benefits impr'ovement, and 
mandatory extension of coverage to 
two-parent families, and which reflects 
a general emphasis on shared and re
ciprocal obligation, program innova
tion, and organizational renewal. 

s. 1550 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
names of the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. BURDICK], the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. MITCHELL], the Sena
tor from New Jersey [Mr. LAUTEN
BERG], the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. BREAUX], the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. REID], the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. GRAHAM], the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. STAFFORD], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. DUREN
BERGER], and the Senator from Virgin
ia [Mr. WARNER] were added as co
sponsors of S. 1550, a bill to complete 
the Federal Triangle in the District of 
Columbia, to construct a public build
ing to provide Federal office space and 
space for an international cultural and 
trade center, and for other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 41 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. BuMPERS], the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY], the Sena
tor from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. DUREN
BERGER], the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. WEICKER], the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. GRASSLEY], the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. ADAMS], the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. McCLURE], and the 
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. MATSUNAGA] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 41, a joint resolution 
to designate the period commencing 
on November 22, 1987, and ending on 
November 29, 1987, as "National 
Family Caregivers Week". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 53 

At the request of Mr. CRANSTON, the 
names of the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. DoMENICI] and the Sena
tor from Utah [Mr. HATCH] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 53, a joint resolution to 
designate the period commencing No
vember 22, 1987, and ending November 
28, 1987, as "American Indian Week". 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 106 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
names of the Senator from Connecti
cut [Mr. WEICKER], the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. RuDMAN], the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
CHAFEE], the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. STAFFORD], the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER], the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. ExoN], 
the Senator from California [Mr. 
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WILSON], and the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. HATCH] were added as cosponsors 
of Senate Joint Resolution 106, a joint 
resolution to recognize the Disabled 
American Veterans Vietnam Veterans 
National Memorial as a memorial of 
national significance. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 173 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. BINGAMAN], the Senator 
from New York [Mr. D'AMATO], the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PELL], the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. PROXMIRE], and the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DIXON] were added as co
sponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
173, a joint resolution to commemo
rate the 200th anniversary of the sign
ing of the United States Constitution. 

AMENDMENT NO. 591 

At the request of Mr. DANFORTH, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
MATSUNAGA] was added as a cosponsor 
of amendment No. 591 intended to be 
proposed to S. 328, a bill to amend 
chapter 39, United States Code, to re
quire the Federal Government to pay 
interest on overdue payments, and for 
other purposes. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 267-TO 
RECOGNIZE RACHEL CARSON 
ON THE 25TH ANNIVERSARY 
OF HER BOOK "SILENT 
SPRING" 
Mr. MITCHELL <for himself and 

Mr. CoHEN) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 267 
Whereas Rachel Carson, through her 

writings and work, made unprecedented 
contributions to public awareness and un
derstanding of the natural environment and 
environmental issues; 

Whereas her book, "Silent Spring", awak
ened the American public to the dangers 
posed by the misuse of chemical pesticides; 

Whereas "Silent Spring" helped foster 
general public concern for the integrity of 
the natural environment and for the envi
ronmental threats posed by pollution of the 
water, air, and land; 

Whereas the growth of environmental 
consciousness that occurred in the years fol
lowing "Silent Spring" provided the founda
tion necessary for the enactment of our ex
isting environmental laws; 

Whereas continued public understanding 
of the natural environment is essential to 
the continued success of efforts to identify 
and respond to pollution problems; and 

Whereas 1987 is the twenty-fifth anniver
sary of Rachel Carson's book, "Silent 
Spring": Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved, That it is the sense of the 
Senate to recognize the outstanding contri
butions of Rachel Carson to public aware
ness and understanding of environmental 
issues on the twenty-fifth anniversary of 
her book, "Silent Spring". 
e Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to submit a resolution com
memorating the 25th anniversary of 
Rachel Carson's classic work "Silent 
Spring." 

I am pleased that Senator CoHEN, 
the senior Senator from our home 
State of Maine, is joining me in sub
mitting this resolution. Ms. Carson 
lived and worked in Maine for many 
years. And, a major wildlife refuge on 
the Maine coast bears her name. 

The publication of "Silent Spring" 
forever changed America's environ
mental landscape. It contributed to an 
awakening of public awareness to a 
range of environmental problems and 
helped generate the environmental 
consciousness which is the foundation 
of our existing environmental laws. 

"Silent Spring" brought to light the 
grave effect commonly used pesticides 
were having upon our environment. 
Ms. Carson documented the toxic 
nature of many pesticides and identi
fied the threats they posed to the 
quality of surface and ground waters, 
to wildlife, and to humans. 

Ms. Carson's work generated imme
diate controversy. The book was 
praised for its assessment of the envi
ronmental impact of chemical pesti
cides and its translation of technical 
data into a readable and understand
able discussion. At the same time, the 
book was attacked by some who called 
it alarmist and challenged the quality 
of its research. 

Through all the controversy, one 
thing has never been in doubt: the 
public appeal of the book has always 
been overwhelming. To this date, over 
1% million copies have been printed. 

"Silent Spring" was not Rachel Car
son's only contribution to our under
standing and appreciation of the natu
ral world. She published several books 
relating to Maine and the environ
ment, including "The Sea Around Us," 
"The Edge of the Sea," and "Under 
the Sea Wind." 

The greatest tribute to the work of 
Rachel Carson has already been paid 
to her by the American people. Over 
the last 25 years we have made tre
mendous strides in the field of envi
ronmental protection. The Congress 
has enacted statutes to protect the 
quality of air and water. We have 
made great strides to control hazard
ous wastes, to clean up neglected' and 
dangerous waste disposal sites, and to 
ensure the safe use of pesticides and 
other chemicals. And, we are working 
to improve and expand these laws as 
new problems arise. 

We have seen the inception of a Fed
eral agency to manage environmental 
problems. And, at the State level, envi
ronmental agencies have been estab
lished and State legislatures have en
acted a wide range of statutes designed 
to further protect our environment 
and public health. The greatest trib
ute to Rachel Carson's work is our 
commitment to protecting the envi
ronment. 

The closing chapter of "Silent 
Spring" is titled "The Other Road" 
and begins with the following words: 

We stand now where two roads diverge. 
But unlike the roads in Robert Frost's fa
miliar poem, they are not equally fair. The 
road we have long been traveling is decep
tively easy, a smooth superhighway on 
which we progress with great speed, but at 
its end lies disaster. The other fork of the 
road-the one "less traveled by"-offers our 
last, our only chance to reach a destination 
that assures the preservation of our earth. 
The choice, after all, is ours to make. If, 
having endured much, we have at last as
serted our "right to know" and if, knowing, 
we have concluded that we are being asked 
to take senseless and frightening risks, then 
we should no longer accept the counsel of 
those who tell us that we must fill our world 
with poisonous chemicals; we should look 
about and see what other course is open to 
us. 

Millions of Americans have consid
ered this choice over the past 25 years. 
Overwhelmingly, they have chosen to 
pass laws and build programs which 
will ensure the continued protection of 
our environment and public health. 

In closing, let me say that if Rachel . 
Carson could be with us today, I hope 
she would be pleased. Pleased to see 
that the American people have risen 
to the challenge she laid before them 
in "Silent Spring." Pleased to see that 
we are continuing to work together to 
ensure that we will never have to face 
a silent spring.e 
• Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, it is 
now 25 years since Rachel Carson, an 
adopted daughter of Maine, warned of 
the dangers that man-made pollut
ants, particularly pesticides, pose to 
our environment and ourselves. 

"We stand now where two roads di
verge," she wrote in 1962 in "Silent 
Spring," her compelling work that told 
of communities where birds had been 
silenced by the toxic effects of pesti
cides. I am pleased to join my distin
guished colleague from Maine, Sena
tor MITCHELL, in submitting a resolu
tion commemorating the 25th anniver
sary of the publication of "Silent 
Spring." 

Rachel Carson dedicated her life to 
educating us about the need to protect 
our world now in order to preserve it 
for future generations. "We could," 
she wrote, "continue to poison our en
vironment with chemicals designed to 
destroy the Earth's insect population, 
or we could undertake an alternate 
means of natural control and environ
mental cleanup." 

In the quarter century since she first 
sounded the alarm, we have made tre
mendous progress in cleaning up our 
world. Legislation has been enacted to 
protect our air and water, and we in 
Congress continue to make strides in 
tightening those environmental con
trols. 

We have also passed laws, such as 
the Resource Conservation and Recov
ery Act, to govern the disposition of 
toxic and solid waste, and the Super
fund law to assist in safe cleanup 
when the procedures for proper dispo-



August 3, 1987 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 22037 
sition were not followed. Other stat
utes protect our drinking water, our 
oceans, our marine mammals, and our 
coastal areas. We've taken the lead out 
of most of our gasoline and the asbes
tos out of most of our buildings. DDT 
is no longer used on our crops. 

But considerable dangers remain. 
We still have not figured out how to 
get rid of PCB's. Dioxin contamination 
continues to be a problem, and the 
chemical chlordane is still forcing 
people from their homes, 25 years 
after Rachel Carson questioned its 
household use. 

Our last attempt to rewrite and 
strengthen the Federal pesticide law 
foundered last year, the victim of a 
clogged congressional calendar, politi
cal disagreements among environmen
talists and the chemical industry, and 
a battle over States rights. 

And there is clearly other work in 
the environmental area that remains 
to be done. We in Congress have not 
really tackled the question of ground 
water pollution, for example, and 
there still are many more chemical 
hazards in the food chain, the work
place and elsewhere that we must ad
dress. 

But it is fitting that we pause at this 
25-year milestone and remember 
Rachel Carson, who provided much of 
the impetus for the cleanup and chem
ical control efforts of recent years. To 
honor her memory-she died in 1964, 
just 2 short years after publication of 
"Silent Spring" -Senator MITCHELL 
and I are sponsoring this resolution to 
recognize the outstanding contribu
tions that she made to the public un
derstanding of environmental issues. 

Rachel Carson loved Maine, and we 
are quite proud of the national wild
life refuge on our south coast that is 
named in her honor. She wrote: 

The shore is an ancient world, for as long 
as there has been an Earth and sea there 
has been this place of the meeting of land 
and water. Yet it is a world that keeps alive 
the sense of continuing creation and of the 
relentless drive of life. Each time that I 
enter it, I gain some new awareness of its 
beauty and its deeper meanings, sensing 
that intricate fabric of life by which one 
creature is linked with another, and each 
with its surroundings • • •. 

Without Rachel Carson's efforts at 
environmental education, I daresay we 
would not have come as far in the pro
tection of our world and the recogni
tion of potential threats to human 
health and the environment. I urge 
my Senate colleagues to join the 53 co
sponsors of this resolution in honoring 
the landmark work of Rachel Carson 
and dedicating ourselves to carrying 
on with that effort.e 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

IMPLEMENTATION OF PROVI
SIONS OF ANNEX V TO THE 
INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION 
FOR THE PREVENTION OF 
POLLUTION FROM SHIPS 

CHAFEE AMENDMENT NO. 656 
<Ordered referred to the Committee 

on Environment and Public Works.) 
Mr. CHAFEE submitted an amend

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill <S. 560) to implement the 
provisions of Annex V to the Interna
tional Convention for the Prevention 
of Pollution from Ships, as modified 
by the Protocol of 1978; as follows: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
That the purpose of this Act is to amend 
the Act to Prevent Pollution from Ships to 
implement Annex V, Regulations for the 
Prevention of Pollution by Garbage from 
Ships. 

SEc. 2. Section 2 of the Act to Prevent Pol
lution from Ships is amended as follows: 

(a) Paragraph (1) is amended to read as 
follows: 

" (1) 'MARPOL Protocol' means the Proto
col of 1978 relating to the International 
Convention for the Prevention of Pollut ion 
from Ships, 1973, and includes the 'Conven
tion';". 

(b) Paragraph <2> is amended by striking 
all after "Annexes I" and substituting", II, 
and V thereto, including any modifications 
or amendments to the Convention, P roto
cols, or Annexes which have entered into 
force for the United States;". 

<c> Paragraph (3) is amended after " 'dis
charge'" by inserting "and 'garbage' ". 

SEc. 3. Section 3 of the Act to Prevent Pol
lution from Ships is amended as follows: 

(a) Subsection (a) is amended to read as 
follows: 

" (a) This Act applies to-
" <1) except as provided in paragraph (2) of 

this subsection, 
" (A) a ship of United States registry or na

tionality, or one operated under the author
ity of the United States, wherever located; 
and 

" (B) a ship, other than a ship referred to 
in clause <A> of this paragraph, while in the 
navigable waters of the United States. 

" (2) with respect to subsection (C)(2) of 
this section, section 4(a)(3), section 8<d>, sec
tion 9<0<2>, and section ll<c> of this Act, a 
ship which is not of the registry, of the na
tionality, or operated under the authority of 
a party to Annex V of the Convention, while 
in the navigable waters of the United States 
or the exclusive economic zone of the 
United States. 

" (3) with respect to regulations under sec
tion 6 of this Act, any port or terminal in 
the United States." 

(b) Subsection (c) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(c)(l) The Secretary shall prescribe regu
lations applicable to the ships of a country 
not a party to the MARPOL Protocol to · 
ensure that their treatment is not more fa
vorable than that accorded ships of parties 
to the MARPOL Protocol. 

"(2) The Secretary shall adopt regulations 
conforming to and giving effect to Annex V 
of the Convention. 

SEc. 4. Section 4(a) of the Act to Prevent 
Pollution from Ships is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(a) Unless otherwise specified in this Act, 
the Secretary shall administer and enforce 
the MARPOL Protocol and this Act. In the 
administration and enforcement of the 
MARPOL Protocol and this Act-

"( 1) except as provided in paragraphs (2) 
and <3> of this subsection, the MARPOL 
Protocol and this Act apply to all ships; 

"(2) Annexes I and II of the Convention 
and this Act apply only to seagoing ships; 
and, 

"(3) this Act applies to all ships referred 
to in section 3<a><2> of this Act. 

SEc. 5. Section 6 of the Act to Prevent Pol-
lution from Ships is amended as follows: 

<a> Subsection <a> is amended by-
(1) inserting " (1)" immediately after "(a)"; 
(2) in the first sentence of newly designat-

ed subsection (a)( 1>, after " reception facili
ties" , inserting "for mixtures containing oil 
or noxious liquid substances"; 

(3) adding a new paragraph (2) to read as 
follows: 

" (2) The Secretary, after consulting with 
appropriate Federal agencies, shall establish 
regulations respect ing the adequacy of re
ception facilities for garbage at a port or 
terminal, and shall specify the ports or ter
minals which shall be required to provide 
such reception facilities. Persons in charge 
of ports and terminals shall provide recep
tion facilities for receiving garbage in ac
cordance with those regulations." 

(b) Subsection (b) is amended after "re
ception facilities" by inserting ", and in es
tablishing regulations under subsection (a) 
of this section," and after "seagoing ships" 
inserting ", or, as appropriate, ships,". 

(c) Subsection <c> is amended by striking 
"the MARPOL Protocol" and substituting 
"Annexes I and II of the Convention". 

(d) Subsection <e> is amended by-
(1 ) inserting " (1 )'' immediately after "(e )" ; 
(2) striking " (1)' ' and substituting "<A>"; 
<3> striking "(2)" and substituting "(B)"; 
(4) in clause (A), as redesignated by this 

subsection, striking " the MARPOL Proto
col" and substituting "Annexes I and II of 
the Convention"; and 

(5) adding a new paragraph (2) to read as 
follows: 

" (2) The Secretary may deny the entry of 
a ship to a port or terminal required by reg
ulations issued under this section to provide 
reception facilities for garbage if the port or 
terminal is not in compliance with those 
regulations." 

SEc. 6. Section 8 of the Act to Prevent Pol-
lution from Sh ips is amended as follows: 

(a) Subsection <c> is amended by-
(1) inserting "( 2)" immediately after "(c)" ; 
(2) striking "(1)" and substituting "(A)" ; 
(3) striking "( 2)" and substituting " (B)'' ; 
(4) in clause <A> as redesignated by this 

subsection, after "harmful substance" in
serting "or disposed of garbage"; 

(5) in clause (B) as redesignated by this 
subsection-

<A> after "harmful substance" inserting 
"or disposed of garbage"; 

<B> after "that a discharge", inserting "or 
a disposal"; 

(6) In paragraph (2) as redesignated by 
t his subsect ion, in the last sent ence, striking 
" If a report made under this subsection in
volves a ship other than one of United 
St at es registry or nationali ty or one operat
ed under the authority of the United 
States," and capitalizing " the" immediately 
following the struck words. 
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<7> before the newly redesignated para

graph <2> inserting new paragraph (1) to 
read as follows: 

"( 1) This subsection applies to inspections 
respecting-

"(A) possible violations of Annex I or 
Annex II of the Convention by any seagoing 
ship referred to in section 3(a)(l)(B) of this 
Act, and 

"<B> possible violations of Annex V of the 
Convention by any ship of the registry, of 
the nationality, or operated under the au
thority of a party to Annex V of the Con
vention other than the United States." 

(b) After subsection (c) add new subsec
tions (d) and <e> as follows: 

"(d)( 1) This subsection applies to inspec
tions respecting possible violations of the 
regulations adopted under section 3(c)(2) of 
this Act by any ship referred to in section 
3(a)(2) of this Act. 

"(2) To the extent authorized by interna
tional law, a ship may be inspected by the 
Secretary to verify whether or not the ship 
has disposed of garbage in violation of the 
regulations adopted under section 3(c)(2) of 
this Act. 

"(3) If an inspection under this subsection 
indicates that a violation has occurred, the 
Secretary may undertake, in accordance 
with international law, enforcement action 
under section 9 of this Act. 

"(e)(l) This subsection applies to inspec
tions respecting possible violations of the 
MARPOL Protocol by any ship of United 
States registry or nationality, or operating 
under the authority of the United States. 

"(2) The Secretary may inspect at any 
time a ship to which the MARPOL Protocol 
applies to verify whether or not the ship 
has discharged a harmful substance or dis
posed of garbage in violation of that Proto
col. 

"(3) If an inspection under this subsection 
indicates that a violation has occurred, the 
Secretary may undertake enforcement 
action under section 9 of this Act. 

(c) Redesignate subsection "(d)" as subsec
tion "(f>"." 

SEc. 7. Section 9(f) of the Act to Prevent 
Pollution from Ships is amended as follows: 

(a) Insert "(1)" immediately after "(f)". 
<b) In paragraph < 1) as redesignated by 

this section, strike "by a ship registered in 
or of the nationality of a country party to 
the MARPOL Protocol, or one operated 
under the authority of a country party to 
the MARPOL Protocol," and substitute 
"one which is referred to in section 8(c)(l) 
of this Act," and strike "to that country" 
and substitute "to the government of the 
country of the ship's registry or nationality, 
or under whose authority the ship is operat
ing". 

(c) Add a new paragraph (2) to read as fol
lows: 

"(2) Any action taken under this section 
with respect to violations of regulations 
adopted under section 3(c)(2) of this Act 
shall be in accordance with international 
law." 

SEc. 8. Section 10 of the Act to Prevent 
Pollution from Ships is amended as follows: 

<a> In subsection (a), strike "Inter-Govern
mental Maritime Consultative Organiza
tion", and substitute "International Mari
time Organization". 

(b) In subsection (b), strike "Annex I or II, 
appendices to the Annexes, or Protocol I of 
the MARPOL Protocol," and substitute 
"Annexes I, II, or V, appendices to those 
Annexes, or Protocol I of the Convention", 
and strike "Inter-Governmental Maritime 
Consultative Organization" and substitute 
"International Maritime Organization". 

SEc. 9. Section 11 of the Act to Prevent 
Pollution from Ships is amended as follows: 

(a) After subsection (b) add a new subsec
tion <c> to read as follows: 

"(c) Any person suffering damage or loss 
from any action of the Secretary, taken pur
suant to section 8(d) or section 3<c><2> of 
this Act, which is alleged to have been un
lawful or to have exceeded that which is 
reasonably required in the light of available 
information may bring an action under this 
section to recover compensatiun for that 
damage or loss." 

(b) Change existing subsections "(c)" 
through "(e)" to "(d)" through "(f)" respec
tively. 

SEc. 10. <a> Except as provided in subsec
tion (b) of this section, this Act shall be ef
fective on the date Annex V of the Conven
tion enters into force in the United States. 

(b) The authority to adopt and issue regu
lations under this Act shall be effective on 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

SEc. 11. Section 3(f) of the Marine Protec
tion, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, 
as amended, (33 U.S.C. 1402(f)) is amended 
by inserting "or a discharge or disposal sub
ject to regulation by the Act to Prevent Pol
lution from Ships, as amended," after "oper
ation of motor-driven equipment on, ves
sels". 
• Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, in Feb
ruary I introduced S. 560, a bill to im
plement the provisions of annex V to 
the International Convention for the 
Prevention of Pollution From Ships, 
commonly known as Marpol. My pur
pose in introducing this bill was to 
ensure that there would be no delay in 
considering legislation to implement 
the prov1s1ons of this important 
treaty. 

Within the last few days the Coast 
Guard has completed a legislative pro
posal which, if enacted, will also im
plement the provisions of annex V. 
This legislative proposal is strongly 
supported by the administration, and 
forms a solid basis for a law to enact 
the provisions of annex V. I am there
fore amending my original bill to re
flect the proposed legislation received 
by the Senate on July 22 from the Sec
retary of Transportation. 

I would ask that immediately follow
ing these remarks, the amendment to 
S. 560 appear in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, last week I appeared 
before the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee to testify on the impor
tance of ratification of annex V of 
Marpol. In order for this annex to 
enter into force, the treaty must be 
ratified by nations representing at 
least 50 percent of the world's ship
ping tonnage. In July the Soviet 
Union announced that it had ratified 
annex V. This creates an opportunity 
for the United States. If, as is my 
hope, the Senate approves a resolution 
of advice and consent for annex V, na
tions representing more than 50 per
cent of the world's shipping tonnage 
will have ratified the treaty, and it will 
have the force of international law. 

It is time that we stop using the 
ocean as a collective garbage dump for 
nondegradable materials. I strongly 

urge the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions to issue a favorable report on 
this treaty, and recommend to the full 
Senate that we ratify this important 
annex without delay.e 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce that the Small 
Business Committee will hold a field 
hearing in Worland, WY, on Friday, 
August 14, 1987, to examine the prob
lems confronting small businesses in 
Wyoming related to the difficult cir
cumstances facing the energy indus
try. The hearing will be held at the 
Worland Elks' Club and will com
mence at 9 a.m. For further informa
tion, please call Chuck Culver of the 
committee staff at 224-3188, or Bonnie 
Cannon of Senator WALLOP's office at 
224-0871. 

Mr. President, I would like to an
nounce that the Small Business Com
mittee will hold a full committee hear
ing on Thursday, September 17, 1987, 
on S. 818, a bill to provide permanent 
authorization for White House confer
ences on small business. The hearing 
will commence at 10 a.m. and will be 
held in room 428A of the Russell 
Senate Office Building. For further in
formation, please call Todd Patterson 
of the committee staff at 224-3840. 

Mr. President, I would like to an
nounce that the Small Business Com
mittee will hold a full committee over
sight hearing on the Small Business 
Administration's Small Business De
velopment Center Program on Tues-

. day, September 22, 1987. The hearing 
will be held in room 428A of the Rus
sell Senate Office Building and will 
commence at 10 a.m. For further in
formation, please call Patty Barker of 
the committee staff at 224-8495. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION BY 
THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
ETHICS 

e Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, it is re
quired by paragraph 4 of rule 35 that I 
place in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
notices of Senate employees who par
ticipate in programs, the principal ob
jective of which is educational, spon
sored by a foreign government or a 
foreign educational or charitable orga
nization involving travel to a foreign 
country paid for by that foreign gov
ernment or organization. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35, for Mr. Ken Apfel, a member of 
the staff of Senator BILL BRADLEY, to 
participate in a program in the Peo
ple's Republic of China, organized by 
the United States-China Friendship 
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Program, in conjunction with the 
United States-Asia Institute, and spon
sored by the Chinese People's Insti
tute of Foreign Affairs, in A\igust 
1987. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Mr. Apfel in the pro
gram in the People's Republic of 
China, at the expense of the Chinese 
People's Institute of Foreign Af·fairs, is 
in the interest of the Senate and the 
United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35, for Mr. Paul Vick, a member of the 
staff of Senator TERRY SANFORD, to 
participate in a program in the Peo
ple's Republic of China, organized by 
the United States-China Friendship 
Program, and sponsored by the Chi
nese People's Institute of Foreign Af
fairs, in conjunction with the United 
States-Asia Institute, from August 8-
24, 1987. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Mr. Vick in the pro
gram in the People's Republic of 
China, at the expense of the Chinese 
People's Institute of Foreign Affairs, 
in conjunction with the United States
Asia Institute, is in the interest of the 
Senate and the United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35, for Mr. Donald Hardy, a member 
of the staff of Senator ALAN K. SIMP
soN, to participate in a program in the 
People's Republic of China, organized 
by the United States-China Friendship 
Program, and sponsored by the Chi
nese People's Institute of Foreign Af
fairs, in conjunction with the United 
States-Asia Institute, from August 8-
24, 1987. 

The committee has determiend that 
participation by Mr. Hardy in the pro
gram in the People's Republic of 
China, at the expense of the Chinese 
People's Institute of Foreign Affairs, 
in conjunction with the United States
Asia Institute, is in the interest of the 
Senate and the United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35, for Ms. Catherine Porter, a 
member of the staff of Senator JoHN 
H. CHAFEE, to participate in a program 
in Japan, sponsored by the Congres
sional Economic Leadership Institute 
and paid for by the Japan-United 
States Friendship Commission, from 
August 8-15, 1987. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Ms. Porter, in the pro
gram in Japan, at the expense of the 
Japan-United States Friendship Com
mission, is in the interest of the 
Senate and the United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35, for Senator MITCH McCoNNELL, 
and two members of his staff, Niels 
Holch and Robin Cleveland, to partici
pate in a program in the Republic of 
Turkey, sponsored by the Turkish For-

eign Policy Institute, from August 8-
14, 1987. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Senator McCoNNELL, 
Mr. Holch, and Ms. Cleveland in the 
program in Turkey, at the expense of 
the Turkish Foreign Policy Institute, 
is in the interest of the Senate and the 
United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for determination under rule 
35, for Mr. J. Thomas Sliter, a member 
of the staff of Senator RoBERT C. 
BYRD, to participate in a program in 
the People's Republic of China, orga
nized by the United States-China 
Friendship Program, and sponsored by 
the Chinese People's Institute of For
eign Affairs, in conjuction with the 
United States-Asia Institute, from 
August 8-25, 1987. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Mr. Sliter, in the pro
gram in the People's Republic of 
China, at the expense of the Chinese 
People's Institute of Foreign Affairs, 
in conjuction with the United States
Asia Institute, is in the interest of the 
Senate and the United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35, for Mr. Harry Broadman, a 
member of the staff of the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs, to partici
pate in a program in the People's Re
public of China, organized by the 
United States-China Friendship Pro
gram, and sponsored by the Chinese 
People's Institute of Foreign Affairs, 
in conjunction with the United States
Asia Institute, from August 8-25, 1987. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Mr. Broadman, in the 
program in the People's Republic of 
China, at the expense of the Chinese 
People's Institute of Foreign Affairs, 
in conjunction with the United States
Asia Institute, is in the interest of the 
Senate and the United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35, for Ms. Catherine Porter, a 
member of the staff of Senator JOHN 
H. CHAFEE, to participate in a pro
gram in South Korea, sponsored by 
the Ilhae Institute of Seoul, South 
Korea, from August 9-17, 1987. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Ms. Porter, in the pro
gram in South Korea, at the expense 
of the Ilhae Institute of Seoul, South 
Korea, is in the interest of the Senate 
and the United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35, for Ms. Gina Despres, a member of 
the staff Of Senator BILL BRADLEY, to 
participate in a program in Japan, 
sponsored by the Policy Study Group 
of Japan. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Ms. Despres, in the 
program in Japan, at the expense of 
the Policy Study Group of Japan, is in 

the interest of the Senate and the 
United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35, for Ms. Kathleen Harrington, a 
member of the staff of Senator CHRIS
TOPHER J. DODD, to participate in a trip 
to Seoul, South Korea, sponsored by 
the Ilhae Institute of Seoul, South 
Korea, from August 8-17, 1987. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Ms. Harrington in the 
program in South Korea, at the ex
pense of the Ilhae Institute of Seoul, 
South Korea, is in the interest of the 
Senate and the United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35, for Ms. Barbara Larkin, a member 
Of the staff of Senator TERRY SANFORD, 
to participate in a program in South 
Korea, sponsored by the Ilhae Insti
tute of Seoul, South Korea, from 
August 22-29, 1987. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Ms. Larkin, in the 
program in South Korea, at the ex
pense of the Ilhae Institute of Seoul, 
South Korea, is in the interest of the 
Senate and the United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35, for Mr. Andrew Hyde, a member of 
the staff of Senator JOHN WARNER, to 
participate in a trip to Seoul, South 
Korea, sponsored by the Ilhae Insti
tute of Seoul, South Korea, from 
August 9-17, 1987. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Mr. Hyde in the pro
gram in Gouth Korea, at the expense 
of the Ilhae Institute of Seoul, South 
Korea, is in the interest of the Senate 
and the United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35, for Mr. William Wight, a member 
of the staff of Senator JoHN WARNER, 
to participate in a program in the Re
public of China on Taiwan, sponsored 
by Tunghai University, from August 
8-16, 1987. 

The Committee has determined that 
participation by Mr. Wight in the pro
gram in the Republic of China on 
Taiwan, at the expense of Tunghai 
University, is in the interest of the 
Senate and the United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
35, for Ms. Jennifer Hillman, a 
member of the staff of Senator TERRY 
SANFORD, to participate in a trip to 
Seoul, South Korea, sponsored by the 
Ilhae Institute of Seoul, South Korea, 
from August 9-17, 1987. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Ms. Hillman in the 
program in South Korea, at the ex
pense of the Ilhae Institute of Seoul, 
South Korea, is in the interest of the 
Senate and the United States. 

The select committee has received a 
request for a determination under rule 
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35, for Ms. Mary D. Pembroke, a 
member of the staff of the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af
fairs, to participate in a program in 
the Republic of China, Taiwan, spon
sored by the Chinese Culture Universi
ty, from August 17-24, 1987. 

The committee has determined that 
participation by Ms. Pembroke, in the 
program in the Republic of China, 
Taiwan, at the expense of the Chinese 
Culture University, is in the interest 
of the Senate and the United States.e 

RECOGNIZING THE EMANUEL 
PIETERSON HISTORICAL SOCI
ETY 

e Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to call the attention of my col
leagues to the Emanuel Pieterson His
torical Society. This organization's 
service to the Afro-American commu
nity in New York State deserves recog
nition. 

The society was established in 
August 1975 to preserve the history of 
Afro-American culture, encourage un
derstanding and appreciation of Afro
American life, and promote the stabili
ty and preservation of historical 
Harlem-like communities. 

Since its founding, the society has 
been instrumental in gaining national 
landmark designation of various 
Harlem sites, including the Harlem 
River Houses, our Nation's first feder
ally funded housing projects. 

The society also hosts functions that 
honor a broad range of distinguished 
Afro-Americans, tennis great Arthur 
Ashe, entertainer Eartha Kitt, and 
physician Dr. John Holloman, just to 
name a few. 

I am certain that my colleagues will 
join with me in commending this his
torical society for its outstanding ac
complishments and commitment to 
preserving American culture. 

Thank you, Mr. President.e 

HOW THE FARMERS UNION PRO
MOTES GOOD COMMUNITY 
LIVING 

• Mr. BOREN. Mr. President, each 
year the Oklahoma Farmers Union 
sponsors a speech contest. Winners are 
given an expense-paid tour of the 
Eastern section of the United States, 
including visits to Gettysburg, New 
York, Washington, and Niagara Falls. 
One of the Oklahoma winners, Mr. 
Steven Johnson, Route 3, Box 48, 
Gage, OK, gave his winning speech at 
a breakfast for members of the Okla
homa congressional delegation in the 
Rayburn House Office Building. His 
winning speech follows: 

How MY ORGANIZATION PROMOTES Goon 
COMMUNITY LIVING 

Cooperation, Legislation, and Education. 
These three bases for the Farmers Union 
Triangle are as important to our society 
today as they were back in 1902 when the 
Farmers Union organization began. Each 

base of the Farmers Union triangle cannot 
function without the other, but together
connected and regarded as one-these three 
words can have a huge impact upon our 
community. Today, I would like to explain 
how my organization, The Farmers Union, 
promotes good community living. 

The Oklahoma Farmers Union is a 
100,000-member family farm organization 
promoting good community living through 
cooperation, education, and legislation. Our 
insignia is the rake, plow, and hoe. Our 
Farmers Union emblem is the liveoak tree 
and our symbol is the triangle. 

The base of the triangle is education. Edu
cation is learning as well as teaching and it 
is a process that never ends. Farmers Union 
believes that strength comes through 
knowledge and in many ways Farmers 
Union promotes knowledge. One method of 
promoting education is through speech con
tests where young people have the opportu
nity to broaden their education plus win nu
merous awards including a 17-day summer 
tour of the Eastern states. Oklahoma Farm
ers Union offers its youn~ members a well
balanced, year-'round youth program that 
includes study units and summer leadership 
training camps. These camps can led to col
lege scholarships and other awards. My Ellis 
County Square Top Local has day camps 
where leaders teach young children through 
high school about various farm programs, 
the importance of cooperatives, and current 
legislation. 

I have completed 10 years of youth work 
and it has been a valuable experience for 
me. 

Legislation, the second side of the trian
gle, is important in all levels of Farmers 
Union. The legislative goals of the organiza
tion are directed by the policy statement. 
Policy making begins in the local and 
county meetings where members discuss 
and adopt resolutions and send them on to 
the state convention. Policies and ideas are 
then sent by the state to the national policy 
drafting committee, where they are debated, 
amended and finally adopted. 

As a farm organization, Farmers Union is 
not only interested in farm programs, but 
we are a total front organization. This 
means that we are committed to policy on 
all fronts including environmental, social, 
economic, and foreign issues-issues which 
affect the quality of life of everyone in our 
community. 

It is clear that Oklahoma is suffering in 
its worst economic situation since the Great 
Depression. Farmers and ranchers in our 
state are literally fighting for survival. Con
gress must pass new legislation early in 1987 
to correct the direction of agricultural trade 
and improve the farm economy. Now is the 
time for Oklahoma Farmers Union to help 
write and pass new legislation. 

Cooperation, the third side of our trian
gle, is democracy at work. Ever since Farm
ers Union was started in 1902, its members 
have helped set up and have used coopera
tives for selling their farm products and for 
buying supplies to use on the farm. Some of 
these co-op businesses were cotton gins, 
grain elevators, oil companies, feed stores, 
grocery stores, and lumber yards. 

Cooperatives are owned by the people who 
do business there. They are called "pa
trons". Co-ops give their patrons a fair price 
for their products and charge a fair price 
for the things they buy. People working to
gether to help one another results in good 
community living. 

Farmers Union is founded on t he dignity 
of the individual, the value of his way of 

life, and the importance of the community. 
Through cooperation, education, legislation 
and brotherly love, we can attain a better 
rural America and promote good community 
living.e 

SINGAPORE MAKES 
STRIDES AGAINST 
AND .MOVIE PIRATES 

MAJOR 
RECORD 

• Mr. WILSON. Mr. President, among 
the diamonds in the rough of the re
cently passed trade bill, there are pro
visions enhancing the ability of U.S. 
companies to protect their intellectual 
property rights against piracy and 
other unwarranted market barriers. 
Such practices rob American business
es of billions of dollars of sales each 
year. 

During the debate on an amendment 
to a provision that I authored, the 
"Anti-Piracy and Market Access Act," 
I stated the following: 

Many beneficiaries of our GSP program 
allow rampant piracy and have erected in
surmountable barriers to our intellectual 
property-based products. Specifically, Indo
nesia, Singapore, Taiwan, South Korea, and 
other Far East nations have been guilty of 
these practices, though some progress has 
been made in recent months. 

Mr. President, while Indonesia con
tinues as a "leader" in the field of 
piracy, as I noted in my statement, 
recent progress has been made by 
some countries. South Korea has 
made some changes improving market 
access for motion pictures and settled 
a 301 case on intellectual property pro
tection. Taiwan has a new law de
signed to improve the ability of copy
right, patent, and trademark holders 
to enforce their rights. 

Mr. President, as to Singapore, the 
record of progress is even more star
tling. In the most recent "National 
Trade Estimate" report, issued by the 
U.S. Trade Representative in October 
of last year, the impact of piracy , in 
Singapore was estimated at more than 
$350 million per year-most in the 
form of music piracy. It was on the 
basis of this report that I included 
Singapore in my statement. While I 
was aware that a new law had been en
acted in Singapore, new laws generally 
do not have an immediate impact by 
themselves. The key ingredients are 
the will to enforce the law and the 
provision of resources to do the job. 

Well, Mr. President, after hearing 
from the Ambassador of the Republic 
of Singapore, the Honorable Tommy T 
B Koh, I contacted the Recording In
dustry Association of America and the 
Motion Picture Association of America 
to ascertain if progress had been 
made, as represented. I am more than 
pleased to tell the Senate that swift 
and sure progress against piracy has 
been made in Singapore. 

The new Singapore copyright law 
took effect on April 10 of this year
just 4 months ago-and already it has 



August 3, 1987 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 22041 
produced significant effects. There 
have been millions of dollars in in
creased sales of American music, 
thereby increasing our exports-and 
increasing profits for legitimate Singa
porean businesses. Further domestic 
benefits include a willingness of record 
companies to invest in the develop
ment of Singaporean singers and musi
cians. 

In the movie market, video sales 
have increased 20 to 25 percent this 
year. Legitimate video rental oper
ations have been revitalized, while a 
local magazine catering to the movie 
market has seen a great increase, to 
the point that a new competitor has 
come to the market. 

Mr. President, this fast and effective 
turnaround belies any suggestion that 
the new Singapore copyright law was 
an empty gesture. Obviously, the Gov
ernment of Singapore is determined to 
wipe out piracy, and for that they de
serve a great deal of credit. 

Mr. President, I ask that two news
paper articles from the Straits Times 
of Singapore on the progress against 
piracy be printed in the REcORD at the 
end of my remarks. 

Mr. President, with the new law and 
official attitude in Singapore, the 
worldwide problem must still be ad
dressed. It is important to note that 
while piracy in Singapore hurt United 
States sales in that country, most of 
the harm done by illegal copying in 
Singapore occurred outside of Singa
pore, in third-country markets. There
fore, while the illegal market is being 
shut down in Singapore, there are still 
markets for pirated music and movies, 
and other countries are moving "to fill 
the void". 

So, Mr. President, as we continue to 
work for an end to the insidious prac
tice of intellectual property privacy, 
we should recognize that progress has 
been made in some countries. 

The articles follow: 
[From the Straits Times, July 23, 1987] 
COPYRIGHT PERKS UP THE FUN INDUSTRY 
FEWER PIRATES AND BIGGER PROFITS SPUR 

DISTRIBUTORS 
<By Serena Toh) 

Films such as critically acclaimed Eleni, 
)Voody Allen's Hannah and Her Sisters and 
the remake of the Western classic Stage
coach, previously held back by video distrib
utors because of "pirates", will now be re
leased, thanks to the new Copyright Act. 

In fact, video company, Kwangsia Home 
Video, encouraged by the clearing out of pi
rates, re-started its video rental business last 
week. 

Frustrated by the raids of pirates, it shut 
down operations last year. 

Because of the Act, too, entertainment 
magazine Swing was launched last month 
and longtime film magazine. Movie News, 
revamped. 

Both magazines anticipate a boom in the 
film, video and recording industries, thus 
generating more revenue from advertising. 

Swing, a bi-monthly magazine is distrib
uted free at record shops, discotheques, 
nightclubs and Burger King restaurants, 

while the revamp of Movie News last month 
was timed to coincide with an expected rise 
in the number of cinema patrons. 

Just three months after the Copyright 
Act came into force, sales are booming for 
video distributors and recording companies, 
while film distributors expect good times 
ahead, now that the pirates can no longer 
rob them of business. 

The Act carries a maximum fine of 
$100,000 and maximum jail terms of five 
years for piracy of audio and video cassettes, 
books, computer software. 

Major video distributors say their sales 
have increased by 20 to 25 per cent in an in
dustry which is reportedly worth more than 
$7 million. 

Cinema chain Shaw Brothers expects 20 
per cent more patrons in the next few 
months. Polygram Records thinks sales 
would increase by 50 per cent this year 
while WEA Pte Ltd already reports that 
business has improved "manifold". 

The Act could also help bring new talent 
into the music market now that pirates are 
less likely to eat into the profits. 

WEA managing director Jimmy Wee said: 
"We want to spend more on promoting local 
singers, and look for long-term artistes." 

The company also wants to import "qual
ity studio people" such as sound engineers, 
song writers and producers from abroad to 
produce an album of international standard, 
something which it has not done since 1976. 

[From the Straits Times,.June 4, 1987] 
TAPE PIRATES LOSING THE WAR 

<By Yeo Kim Seng) 
The music industry's relentless war on pi

rates last year has paid off. 
Sales of records, cassettes and compact 

discs by wholesalers soared to a record $25.5 
million last year, an $11 million increase 
over 1985. 

They would have been higher if translated 
into retail prices, which are between 15 and 
20 per cent more, said a senior music indus
try official yesterday. 

Mr. Giouw Jui Chian, spokesman of the 
International Federation of Phonogram and 
Videogram Producers <IFPD, attributed the 
sharp rise in sales partly to the 200 or so 
raids against sellers of pirated music last 
year. 

Since February 1984, 943,021 pirated cas
sette tapes with a street value of nearly $2.3 
million have been destroyed. 

Mr. Giouw also said the sales figures rep
resented about 85 per cent of the industry. 

Another reason for the better sales was 
the co-operation among retailers, the IFPI 
and the Singapore Sound Tape Retailers As
sociation, Mr. Giouw said. 

At the core of this effort was the strategy 
used to cushion retailers from the high 
costs of replacing their stocks with copy
right versions, he added. 

"We got retailers last year to beef up their 
stocks of copyright cassette tapes gradually 
to prepare for the introduction of the Copy
right Act," he said. The Act came into effect 
in April this year. 

Some shops would have been forced to 
close down if they had to replace all their 
stocks with copyright tapes immediately 
when the law took effect and this would 
have hurt everyone, he added. 

"And others would have run into high fi
nancial commitments." 

So the phonogram federation and the 
sound tape retailers association proposed a 
timetable for the retailers to get rid of their 
pirated tapes. 

They were urged to ensure that, between 
January and March last year, up to 75 per 
cent of their stocks were copyright tapes. 
By last September the figure had risen to 90 
per cent. 

And between October and this April when 
the law took effect, their stocks should have 
had fewer than 70 pirated tapes. 

"This ensured that shops could come 
clean on the day the law took effect," Mr. 
Giouw said. 

This was important, he explained, because 
if they had closed down, the industry would 
have been hurt, too.e 

ADVANCE NOTIFICATION 

PROPOSED ARMS SALE 
• Mr. PELL. Mr. President, as the 
result of a 1976 agreement, the execu
tive branch provides Congress with ad
vance notification of proposed arms 
sales under the Arms Export Control 
Act in excess of $50 million or, in the 
case of major defense equipment as 
defined in the act, those in excess of 
$14 million. Upon such notification, 
the Congress has not less than 20 cal
endar days for informal review and 
consultation with the administration 
on the proposed sale. If the executive 
branch wishes to proceed with the 
sales proposal following the informal 
review period, section 36(b)(l) requires 
that the executive branch submit a 
formal notification to Congress of the 
proposed arms sale. Upon such notifi
cation, the Congress has 30 calendar 
days to review the sale. The provision 
stipulates that, in the Senate, the noti
fication of proposed sales shall be sent 
to the chairman of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee. 

In keeping with the committee's in
tention to see that such information is 
available to the full Senate, I ask to 
have printed in the RECORD at this 
point a notification which has been re
ceived. Portions of the notification 
which are classified have been deleted 
for publication, but are available to 
Senators at the Foreign Relations 
Committee. 

The notification follows: 
DEFENSE SECURITY 

AsSISTANCE AGENCY, 
Washington, DC, August 3, 198 7. 

In reply refer to: I-03451/87ct. 
Mr. GERYLD B. CHRISTIANSON, 
Staff Director, Committee on Foreign Rela

tions, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHRISTIANSON: By letter dated 

18 February 1976, the Director, Defense Se
curity Assistance Agency, indicated that you 
would be advised of possible transmittals to 
Congress of information as required by Sec
tion 36(b)(l) of the Arms Export Control 
Act. At the instruction of the Department 
of State, I wish to provide the following ad
vance notification. 

The Department of State is considering 
an offer to a Northeast Asian country tenta
tively estimated to cost $50 million or more. 

Sincerely, 
GLENN A. RUDD, 

Deputy Director.• 
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INFORMED CONSENT: FLORIDA 

II 

e Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
today I would like to insert into the 
RECORD two letters from women who 
support my informed consent legisla
tion, S. 272 and S. 273. Today's letters 
come from the State of Florida. 

I ask that these letters from women 
in Florida be printed in the RECORD. 

The letters follow: 
APRIL 1, 1987. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: I am writing to 
you on behalf of myself and the many other 
women who have been deceived through 
abortion. I have suffered two abortions. 
When I went to Orlando for the abortions 
no one at the clinic advised me about fetal 
development, physical consequences or emo
tional stress. I am now a counselor at a 
Crisis Pregnancy Center and I see over and 
over women who have suffered physically 
and emotionally from previous abortions. 
Very few of the women I see have ever been 
educated about abortion. 

My plea to you is to support any legisla
tion to educate women before they can con
sent to having an abortion. Also, for parent 
consent of minor girls seeking an abortion. 
If that law had been in affect my parents 
could have my protection from all of this 
pain and suffering. I would hope had I been 
educated about the truth of abortion I 
would have chosen to keep my babies. I 
grieve their loss but I am on the battlefront 
to save other unborn children. 

Thank you for your support in the impor
tant issue. 

Sincerely, 
VONNIE CARDWELL. 

TITUSVILLE, FL. 

FEBRUARY 23, 1987. 
DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: When I went 

for "counseling" regarding obtaining an 
abortion, the first thing that was discussed 
was money and then the procedure that 
would be used. They never raised the ques
tion that the fetus I was carrying might ac
tually be a human being or that there were 
other alternatives to abortions. 

I really feel that my baby that was abort
ed was a victim of a conspiracy of silence. I 
knew and realized after the abortion <with
out being told> that what I had done was 
wrong and tantamount to murder. 

Yes, I should have control over my own 
body, but after conception the fetus that is 
created inside my body is a separate entity 
and deserves a chance to live. 

Please continue your efforts on behalf of 
the babies that cannot lobby for their own 
lives. Please let me know if there is any way 
that I can help support your efforts. · 

Thank you, 
Mrs. KATE JoNES. 

ORLANDO, FL .• 

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE 
PRICE-ANDERSON ACT 

e Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 
there is an urgent need to pass legisla
tion to reauthorize and extend the 
Price-Anderson Act. The Price-Ander
son Act provides a system for public 
compensation in the event of a nuclear 
accident. On July 30, the House of 
Representatives passed legislation to 
modify and extend Price-Anderson. 

The Senate must take immediate 
action to do similarly. 

Existing authority under the Price
Anderson Act expired on August 1, 
and we must take action quickly to 
renew the act. 

The Price-Anderson system is a com
prehensive, compensation-oriented 
system of liability insurance for De
partment of Energy contractors and 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission li
censees operating nuclear facilities. 
Under Price-Anderson, there is a ready 
source of funds that would be avail
able to compensate the public for dam
ages resulting from a nuclear accident. 
Without Price-Anderson, there would 
not be such a pool of funds available. 

The Price-Anderson Act was first en
acted in 1957, and it has been modified 
and extended twice. We should not 
allow it to expire now. 

In the absence of Price-Anderson, 
compensation to victims of a nuclear 
accident would likely be seriously lim
ited. Failure to extend the Price-An
derson system for DOE contractor ac
tivities would raise serious concerns 
about adequate compensation for vic
tims of a nuclear accident at a DOE 
facility. 

DOE contractors are covered under 
the Price-Anderson indemnity provi
sions of current contracts, but with ex
piration of the act, DOE has lost its 
authority to indemnify contractors 
under· Price-Anderson in new con
tracts. Therefore, any existing indem
nity agreements will expire at the end 
of the term of the existing contracts 
and cannot be renewed. If the act is 
not renewed, DOE contractors-those 
involved in atomic energy defense, 
uranium fuel preparation, and nuclear 
waste disposal-will be without the 
comprehensive, no-fault liability insur
ance system provided by Price-Ander
son. Congress must act quickly to pre
serve the ability of the Federal Gov
ernment to undertake these essential 
activities. 

Several of DOE's major contracts 
will come up for renewal soon. Con
tracts at three major facilities-Los 
Alamos National Laboratory, Law
rence Livermore National Laboratory, 
and Lawrence Berkeley National Labo
ratory-will expire on September 30. 
The contract for operation of another 
major facility, Brookhaven National 
Laboratory, will expire on December 
31. 

There is an urgent need to extend 
and reauthorize the Price-Anderson 
Act before any of these contracts 
expire. If these contracts are renewed 
without Price-Anderson coverage, the 
loser will be the public. In the absence 
of Price-Anderson, compensation for 
victims of a nuclear accident would be 
less predictable, less timely, and poten
tially inadequate compared to the 
compensation that would be available 
under the current system. 

On June 12, the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources report
ed S. 748, the Price-Anderson Amend
ments Act of 1987. S. 748 would 
modify and extend the portions of the 
Price-Anderson Act that provide 
public liability coverage for DOE con
tractors. 

S. 748 would extend authority for 
the Price-Anderson indemnification 
system for DOE contractors for 30 
years. It would increase the amount of 
public compensation immediately 
available after an accident from $500 
million in current dollars per incident 
to $6 billion in constant dollars per in
cident. In the event that damages 
exceed the $6 billion cap, S. 7 48 estab
lishes an expedited mechanism for 
congressional action on additional 
compensation measures. 

In addition, S. 7 48 adds new author
ity to provide for greater · accountabil
ity of contractors, subcontractors, and 
suppliers in the performance of their 
duties under contract with the Depart
ment of Energy for nuclear activities. 
The Energy and Natural Resources 
Committee felt that exercise of this 
authority by DOE could reduce the 
likelihood of serious nuclear incidents. 

S. 7 48 grants the Secretary of 
Energy new authority to impose civil 
and criminal penalties on contractors 
for violations of DOE rules, regula
tions, and orders related to nuclear 
safety. This authority parallels that 
provided to the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission in the Atomic Energy Act 
with respect to NRC licensees. S. 7 48 
provides for civil penalties of up to 
$100,000 per day for violations of DOE 
nuclear safety rules, regulations, or 
orders. The bill also provides author
ity for criminal penalties in the case uf 
knowing or willful violations of these 
rules, regulations, or orders on the 
part of individual directors, officers, or 
employees of DOE contractors. 

Additional mechanisms for ensuring 
safe operations by DOE contractors in
cluded in S. 7 48 are the establishment 
of an inspector general for nuclear 
programs and the establishment of an 
independent panel to make recommen
dations for permanent regulation and 
oversight of DOE nuclear activities. 
These provisions are positive steps 
toward ensuring continued safe oper
ation of DOE facilities. 

On July 30, the House of Represent
atives approved legislation to extend 
the Price-Anderson Act. The House
passed bill, H.R. 1414, will extend cov
erage under the Price-Anderson 
system for both DOE contractors and 
NRC licensees. The House-passed bill 
will increase the amount of public 
compensation available after an acci
dent to just over $7 billion. 

It is important that the Senate 
extend the Price-Anderson Act. The 
compensation system established by 
this Act has been a good one, and we 
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must extend the Act to allow that 
system to continue. 

I hope that the Senate will be able 
to take action on Price-Anderson this 
week. If not, I hope we will take it up 
as soon as we come back after Labor 
Day.e 

HIGHWAY AND TRAFFIC SAFETY 
e Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, 
highway and traffic safety is, in my 
judgment, an area where government 
can make a constructive contribution 
to the public interest. As we debate 
questions of highway and traffic 
safety, we often focus on statistics 
about death and injury, the cost of 
competing options, and the state of 
technology. I rise to call attention not 
to statistics, but to a person named 
Matthew Young, aged 24, of St. Louis. 
Two years ago, he was severely injured 
in a crash on an exotic new kind of 
motorcyle-one of the so-called "killer 
motorcycles" that are gaining increas
ing popularity with young riders. Such 
machines can reach 60 miles per hour 
in less than 2. 7 seconds. They can 
achieve top speeds in excess of 160 
miles per hour. I have introduced leg
islation to direct the National High
way Traffic Safety Administration to 
set a safety standard for this new and 
unique class of motorcycles. Killer mo
torcycles have no appropriate on
street use and should be used only in 
competition or other off-street envi
ronments. They should not be mass
marketed for general use on the public 
streets by young men like Matt 
Young. Matt Young agrees. He recent
ly shared his experiences in an inter
view with the St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 
I ask that the article be reprinte<;i in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and com
mend it to the attention of Senators. 

The article follows: 
[From the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, July 27, 

1987] 
"I'M LUCKY I'M ALIVE" 

"SUPERBIKE" CRASH VICTIM BACKS CURB ON 
MACHINES 

<By Kathleen Best> 
WASHINGTON.-Saturday, June 15, 1985, is 

a blank space in Matt Young's memory. 
He doesn't remember going out motorcy

cle riding with friends or slamming his hot, 
new Kawasaki Ninja against the side of a 
van. He doesn't remember the ambulance 
ride to St. Joseph Hospital of Kirkwood or 
the prognosis that he would die. 

He remembers the five months in traction 
while his two broken legs and his broken 
hip mended, the later surgery to try to heal 
the three broken vertebrae in his neck and 
the 10 months of grueling physical therapy 
as movement slowly-and, he says, miracu
lously-returned to his limbs. 

Young, 24, a nephew of former U.S. Rep. 
Robert A. Young, wants to share those 
memories to spare others the same pain. 

"I'm lucky I'm alive," he says. "I don't 
think, especially for unqualified riders, that 
<the Ninja and other racing bikes) should be 
on the streets. I'm living proof they are very 
dangerous. 

Sen. John C. Danforth agrees. He wants 
to take such motorcycles, which he calls 
"superbikes," off the roadways. 

"From a dead stop, one of these super
bikes accelerates to 60 miles per hour by the 
time it reaches the other side of a city inter
section," Danforth said. "It takes one of 
these killer cycles 2. 7 seconds to reach this 
speed. 

"The combination of these racing ma
chines and young, inexperienced riders is 
deadly." 

Danforth introduced legislation last week 
that would direct the Department of Trans
portation to · develop, within 12 months, 
safety standards aimed at taking high
horsepower, lightweight motorcycles off 
public streets. 

The measure was narrowly drawn so that 
it would not apply to traditional motorcy
cles or dirt bikes, said Steve Hilton, a 
spokesman for Danforth. 

Instead it is aimed at motorcycles that 
weigh between 400 and 600 pounds with en
gines that in some cases have more than 100 
horsepower. 

Hilton said the so-called superbikes were 
manufactured primarily by Japan's "big 
four" motorcycle companies-Kawasaki, 
Honda, Suzuki and Yamaha-and were mar
keted under model names such as the Ninja, 
Hurricane, GSXR and FZ. 

Mel Stahl, vice president for government 
relations for the Motorcycle Industry Coun
cil, declined to comment on the legislation. 
"At this point. we don't have a position to 
express," he said. 

The council has requested a meeting with 
Danforth to discuss voluntary regulations 
for such motorcycles. The request was made 
"before we saw the bill and the press re
lease," Stahl said. 

When Danforth introduced the legisla
tion, he said, "The marketing of killer cycles 
is a lesson in corporate irresponsibility. 

"The advertising is directed at teen-age 
males. A typical one is Honda's slogan: 'Zero 
to 55 faster than you can read this'." 

Hilton said superbikes made up a minus
cule proportion of motorcycle sales nation
wide and seemed most popular on the West 
Coast. 

He said no one had studied the number of 
such motorcycles or the injuries or deaths 
attributed to their use. 

But Matt Young doesn't need any studies 
to be convinced of their danger. 

"I'm not sure what the top speed on mine 
was, but it was at least 120, maybe more," 
he said. " I wouldn't consider myself a real 
good rider. At the time of the accident, I 
wasn't even motorcycle-qualified on my li
cense. 

"But it kind of caught my eye. I'd seen ads 
for them, seen them around town. It was a 
catchy bike, good-looking. It was what I had 
to have to be in with everybody else." 

Being "in" has lost its importance, these 
days. Being alive is the main thing. 

"I think this law is probably needed," 
Young said as he prepared for another 
round of therapy.e 

FIVE-YEAR ARCTIC RESEARCH 
PLAN 

e Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
on Friday an important message from 
the President of the United States was 
delivered to the Senate. 

In keeping with the Arctic Research 
and Policy Act of 1984, the President 
submitted to Congress the Nation's 

first 5-year Arctic research plan-a 
comprehensive 5-year program plan 
for the overall Federal effort in Arctic 
research. 

The United States is an Arctic 
nation that has only very recently 
begun to play the part. Thousands of 
Americans live and work in the Arctic, 
and we have substantial natural re
sources and important strategic inter
ests in the Arctic. However, we have 
only recently begun to think of our
selves as an Arctic nation. 

When I was first elected to the U.S. 
Senate in 1980, Alaskans asked me to 
foster the creation of a comprehensive 
national Arctic research policy, an 
effort begun almost 20 years earlier by 
Alaska's first Senators. Indeed, as 
early as 1960, Alaskans in Washington 
were arguing that national goals in 
the Arctic required the United States 
to direct a greater share of national 
scientific resources toward research in 
the far north. 

While an increase in Arctic research 
did occur during the 1970's, largely 
due to the construction of the trans
Alaskan pipeline, Government Arctic 
research was almost exc:lusively per
formed on an ad hoc, program-orient
ed basis. The Nation's Arctic Research 
Program, if you could call it that, was 
a fragmented collection of projects 
and programs that lacked clear direc
tion, coordination, or an overall guid
ing policy. 

By 1980, our stake in the Arctic had 
clearly risen. By that time, America 
was addicted to Arctic oil, deriving 
some 20 percent of our domestic pro
duction from a single Arctic field at 
Prudhoe Bay, AK. At the same time, 
new developments in military technol
ogy, most notably nuclear-powered 
submarines and long-range bombers 
equipped with cruise missiles, trans
formed the Arctic from a seemingly 
benign and remote polar region to one 
of the most strategic places on Earth. 
Indeed, the Arctic was beginning to be 
recognized as the true common border 
between the superpowers. 

As a result of these developments, a 
new push for a policy-guided Arctic re
search effort began. As a result of my 
efforts, in addition to those of Sena
tors TED STEVENS and Henry "Scoop" 
Jackson, and Representatives DoN 
YOUNG, DOUG WALGREN, DON FUQUA, 
and others, Congress passed the Arctic 
Research and Policy Act [ARP AJ of 
1984. 

In passing ARPA, Congress intended 
that the Nation as a whole become 
more informed about the Arctic and 
the fact that the United States is an 
Arctic nation. Our lack of knowledge 
about the Arctic had been a clear 
sourct. of frustration to Congress 
during the 1970's when the discovery 
of oil at Prudhoe Bay and a global 
energy crisis moved Congress to enact 
a number of new statutes affecting the 
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future of the Arctic. With hindsight, 
it's easy to see that the congressional 
debates which preceeded passage of 
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement 
Act of 1971, the Trans-Alaska Pipeline 
Act of 1973, the Alaska Natural Gas 
Transportation Act of 1976, and the 
Alaska Lands Act of 1980, were some
times characterized by ill-informed, 
sensational, and misleading informa
tion. 

For instance, the Senate was only 
able to narrowly pass the Trans
Alaska Pipeline Act with the tie-break
ing vote of the Vice President. Many 
Senators who opposed the pipeline be
lieved the assertions of extreme envi
ronmentalists who argued that any de
velopment would seriously jeopardize 
the future of the central Arctic cari
bou herd and other wildlife. While we 
now know that responsible develop
ment can occur in the Arctic, igno
rance of the truth in 1973 almost ex
acted a significant price-the pipeline 
might never have been built. 

Mr. President, as the old saying goes, 
if you think knowledge is expensive, . 
try ignorance. The basic purposes of 
the Arctic Research and Policy Act is 
to increase our knowledge of the 
Arctic in order that we can make wise 
decisions about its future and the 
future of our Arctic nation. As a conse
quence of the act: 

The United States now has an Arctic 
Research Commission which meets 
regularly to advise the President and 
Congress on matters of Arctic Re
search; 

The United States has a Federal 
Interagency Committee to coordinate 
Federal Arctic research efforts. 

We have a coordinated Arctic re
search budget. 

We are looking closely at the need 
for new research platforms, icebreak
ers, and other mechanisms to study 
the Arctic. 

Finally, we have this document that 
was just transmitted to the Congress 
by the President-the first 5-year 
Arctic research plan. 

The fact is, we've come a lon~ way in 
the short time since the passage of the 
Arctic Research and Policy Act. And 
that's fortunate, because there is 
much we must know about the Arctic 
if we expect to move into what some 
have called "the Age of the Arctic" 
with confidence. For instance: 

We must find the new technologies 
we need to develop Arctic resources 
wisely while protecting the Arctic eco
system; 

We must fully understand how 
Arctic systems operate if we expect to 
address problems such as Arctic haze 
and the greenhouse effect. 

We must improve our knowledge of 
glaciers, sea ice, permafrost, and snow 
in order to perfect new Arctic air, land 
and maritime transportation technol
ogies. 

We must fully understand disruptive 
auroral displays and high latitude at
mospheric disturbances if we expect to 
enjoy dependable telecommunications 
capabilities in the Arctic; 

Finally, the Arctic, in stark contrast 
to the Antarctic, is the home to an in
digenous people who have lived and 
hunted in the region since time imme
morial. We must fully understand the 
Arctic and the short and long-term im
pacts of what we do there if we expect 
to protect the unique lifestyle of the 
Inuit-Eskimo-people. 

Mr. President, it is clear that the 
Arctic, once considered a remote and 
forgotten area of our planet, is emerg
ing as one of the most important re
gions of the world. Congress has recog
nized this fact. Building on the foun
dation of ARPA, the United States is 
poised to take its rightful place as a 
leader among the Arctic nations of the 
world. 

In closing, I want to say just a few 
words about the plan and how it 
evolved. A tremendous amount of 
time, effort, and consultation went 
into this plan-more than we will ever 
know. It may interest my colleagues to 
know that meetings and workshops 
leading to the plan were held in Hano
ver, NH; Anchorage, AK; Boulder, CO; 
Barrow, AK; and Washington, DC. 

Moreover, the members and staff of 
the Interagency Arctic Research 
Policy Committee, the Commissioners 
and staff of the Arctic Research Com
mission, the National Science Founda
tion, Arctic residents, other interested 
members of the public, and scientists 
in and outside of government, have all 
made significant contributions in time, 
energy, and expertise far above and 
beyond their normal duties. We owe 
them all a special debt of gratitude. 
The result of their efforts is before us 
today: A comprehensive plan that will 
help us to chart our course as a true 
Arctic nation.e 

COMMITTEES TO HAVE UNTIL 
7:30 P.M. TO FILE REPORTS 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the committees 
have until 7:30 today to file reports. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY 
ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 A.M. 

TOMORROW 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business the 
Senate stand in adjournment until the 
hour of 11 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on tomorrow 
the call of the calendar be waived and 

no motions or resolutions over, under 
the rule, come over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on tomorrow 
after the two leaders are recognized 
there be a period for morning business 
not to extend beyond 11:30, the Sena
tors may speak therein up to 5 min
utes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New Hampshire is recog
nized. 

NOMINATION OF ROBERT BORK 
TO BE SUPREME COURT JUS
TICE 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

wish to comment on some noteworthy 
positive developments regarding our 
forthcoming consideration of the Bork 
nomination. 

Though the chairman of the Judici
ary Committee continues to unreason
ably delay the start of the hearings on 
Robert Bork, indeed the delay will by 
far surpass any previous delay in 
modern times for the consideration of 
a Supreme Court nomination, I am 
pleased to npte nonetheless that sever
al distinguished Members from the 
other side of the aisle-that is the side 
opposite from which I am now stand
ing-have made commendable efforts 
to bring some fairness and reasonable
ness to bear on the consideration of 
the nomination. 

The majority leader and the senior 
Senator from Arizona have cautioned 
their colleagues to avoid premature 
judgments and to objectively examine 
Judge Bork's professional qualifica
tions, judicial temperament, and other 
relevant criteria. 

Mr. President, Senators will recall 
the inflammatory and intemperate 
rhetoric heard on this floor on the 
very day the nomination was an
nounced. We were told then that the 
addition of this distinguished Ameri
can to the Supreme Court would some
how result in "blacks being forced to 
sit at segregated lunch counters, rogue 
police breaking down citizens' doors in 
midnight raids," for example. 

Such demagoguery has no place in 
our deliberations on this critically im
portant nomination. That is why I 
welcomed and commend the refresh
ing and responsible statements of the 
majority leader and the Senator from 
Arizona. 

Let us have a fair and rational 
debate. It is not asking too much. 
Indeed, the American people expect it 
of us in deliberating the confirmation 
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of a candidate for so important an 
office. 

I can think of no more relevant cri
terion for us to consider than the 
nominee's key performances as a judge 
on the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 
D.C. District Court over the past 5 
years. That position, Mr. President, is 
literally as close as one can get to the 
Supreme Court in our Federal judicial 
system without being on the High 
Court itself. 

Judge Bork has been a member of 
that court now for 5 years, unanimous
ly confirmed by the Senate in 1982. 
And how he performed as a U.S. court 
of appeals judge unquestionably pro
vides the best possible evidence of how 
he would perform on the Supreme 
Court. 

His record on the court of appeals 
also provides the best evidence for 
evaluating the charges of those who, 
in my opinion, unfairly and unreason
ably claim that Mr. Bork is an extrem
ist whose views are outside the main
stream of responsible jurisprudence. 

Judge Bork's actual record as a Fed
eral judge not only refutes such 
charges beyond any dispute, but also 
demonstrates that he is one of the 
most qualified and responsible judges 
ever nominated to the Supreme Court. 

On the D.C. Circuit Court of Ap
peals, Robert Bork has authored over 
100 opinions for the majority. Not one 
of those opinions has been reversed by 
the Supreme Court. Not one. 

Hardly the work of an extremist, 
Mr. President. In fact, although the 
losing party has petitioned the Su
preme Court to review 13 of Bork's 
majority opinions, his opinions have 
been so well-grounded that the Court 
has not considered it necessary to 
review a single one of them. The fact 
that the losing parties decided not to 
seek review of Bork's 87 other majori
ty opinions further reenforces the 
soundness of those rulings. The sound
er the reasoning in an opinion, the less 
likely it is that lawyers will pursue an 
appeal. 

Equally remarkable is the fact that 
the Supreme Court has not reversed 
any of the 400 majority opinions in 
which Judge Bork has joined; in con
currence, not as author. 

He has authored 100, none of which 
has been overturned. He has taken 
part and participated and concurred in 
some 400, not one of which has been 
reversed. 

These hard facts are the most elo
quent and objective possible testimony 
to the soundness of Bork's judicial ap
proach. A judge who endorses and ap
plies legal views which are "extrr~mist" 
or outside the judicial mainstream 
could not possibly compile such an ex
traordinary record of consistently 
sound rulings, which have been upheld 
by the Supreme Court. 

These are not the only facts from 
Judge Bork's judicial record that 

refute the unfair and unreasonable 
charges which some have made 
against the nominee. Other objective 
data demonstrate the fallacy of claims 
that his judicial philosophy places him 
on the "outer fringes" of responsible 
judicial decisionmaking. 

Bork has voted with the majority of 
the D.C. circuit in 94 percent of the 
cases he has heard during his tenure 
there. Yet the D.C. Circuit Court had 
7 Democratic appointees out of 10 
members when he joined it, and pres
ently has 5 Democratic appointees out 
of 10 members. This court includes 
some of the most prominent liberal ju
rists in the Nation, including Chief 
Judge Patricia Wald and Judge Abner 
Mikva. 

Interestingly, when Supreme Court 
Justice Antonin Scalia sat on the D.C. 
Circuit Court with Judge Bork, Scalia 
and Bork voted the same in 84 out of 
the 86 cases-more than 98 percent
in which they both participated. More 
similar voting records would be diffi
cult to find among any pair of judges. 
Are Bork's critics prepared to call 
Scalia an extremist as well? Are Sena
tors prepared to admit they voted to 
confirm to the Supreme Court an ex
tremist in the person of Antonin 
Scalia with whom Judge Bork voted 98 
percent of the time? Justice Scalia was 
confirmed by a vote of 98 to 0 one year 
ago. 

Where, then, is the basis for harshly 
condemning a nominee whose judicial 
record is virtually identical to that of 
another nominee who was unanimous
ly confirmed less than a year ago? I 
suggest that the question provides its 
own answer-none! 

The chairman of the Judiciary Com
mittee was candid enough to concede 
last fall that if Judge Bork were nomi
nated and "looked a lot like Scalia," 
then the chairman would "have to 
vote for him," despite the expected at
tacks from the special interest groups. 

Well, Judge Bork does "look a lot 
like Scalia," at least from the stand
point of their voting records as ap
peals court judges. That is the point of 
the remarks I am delivering tonight. A 
98-percent rate of agreement in voting 
record could hardly be more alike. And 
that is the standpoint that should 
count when we are considering a nomi
nation for the highest appeals court in 
the land. Or maybe we misunderstood 
the distinguished Senator from Dela
ware when he used the phrase "looks a 
lot like Scalia." Maybe the Senator 
meant facial appearance. Maybe he 
favors jurists who are clean-shaven. 
Could that have been it? In that case, 
we must get Bork to shave off his 
beard, and then the Senator from 
Delaware no doubt will be prepared to 
support him. 

The anti-Bork campaign being 
waged by certain special interest 
groups in connection with Presidential 
campaigning is an ill-disguised attempt 

to divert this confirmation process 
from its proper and legitimate task. 
We should be deciding whether Judge 
Bork, like Justice Scalia, has the quali
fications, the judicial record, and the 
integrity befitting a Supreme Court 
Justice. Unless our hearings reveal 
some serious impropriety or flaw unde
tected by the prior hearings and mi
croscopic examinations of Robert 
Bork's personal and public record, it is 
quite clear that he meets those tests. 

Mr. President, like others, including 
many Senators on the Democratic 
side, I urge my colleagues to keep 
their focus on these relevant and le
gitimate considerations. We should 
not and cannot allow this important 
process to be dominated, distorted, by 
inflammatory assaults designed to 
turn our confirmation process into 
some element of the Presidential cam
paign by certain Members. 

If each of us on both sides of the 
aisle listens to the wise admonitions of 
the majority leader and the Senator 
from Arizona, we will at least get off 
to a good start. 

Mr. President, likewise, in connec
tion with the Bork nomination, I ask 
unanimous consent to place in the 
REcORD an editorial on that subject 
printed in the Fosters's Daily Demo
crat, Dover, NH, on July 30, 1987. 

There being no objection, the edito
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Dover <NH) Foster's Daily 
Democrat, July 30, 1987] 

THE BORK BROUHAHA 

OPPOSITION TAINTED BY OPPORTUNISM 

Critics of U.S. Court of Appeals Justice 
Robert H. Bork base their opposition to his 
'nomination to the U.S. Supreme Court on 
two fundamental arguments-one weak and 
the other illogical. 

First, opponents contend Supreme Court 
nominees have hi.<;torically been judged on 
their political ideology, not only their schol
arly qualifications. Bork is brilliant, they 
admit, but he's too right-wing. 

Historically, they are only partially right. 
Yes, about 20 percent of all presidential ap
pointments to the high court have been re
jected by the Senate-many of those for 
reasons rooted in politics. But that means 
an overwhelming majority, 80 percent, have 
been approved. 

A credible case can be made that the Sen
ate's constitutional charge to advise on and 
approve presidential appointments to feder
al courts provides for a role more aggresive 
than simply validating a nominee's sound 
morals and high intelligence. Supreme 
Court justices serve for life-all the more 
reason an appointee should be subjected to 
the same spirit of checks and balances that 
characterizes other conflicts between the 
executive and legislative branches of gov
ernment. 

However, history also shows the Senate 
generally gives presidents the benefit of the 
doubt-as the 80 percent approval rating at
tests. Even when the Senate does not agree 
with a court nominee's opinions, it tends to 
discount political differences and accedes to 
presidential prerogative. 
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The Bork nomination has crossed the 

bounds of legitimate ideological debate. it 
has become a tawdry partisan show trial 
tainted by the special interest politics of 
presidential campaigning. On issues relating 
to the Supreme Court, differences of opin
ion should be debated with an eye on civility 
and reason-a fact lost on Sen. Edward Ken
nedy and presidential hopeful Sen. Joset:.'h 
Biden, who is chairman of the Senate's Ju
diciary Committee. 

Kennedy recently made Bork out to be 
less humane than Adolf Hitler and Biden 
pledged to fight the nomination after first 
saying eight months ago that Bork was such 
an excellent judge he would vote to confirm 
Bork if he were nominated. 

The Senate was never intended to be a 
rubber stamp for Supreme Court nomina
tions, but neither was it meant to conduct 
confirmation proceedings as a kangaroo 
court. The rhetoric from the left leans to 
the latter. 

The argument absent of logic is the one 
that says at another time Bork would be ac
ceptable, but because he might become a 
swing vote on the conservative side, he must 
be rejected to maintain political "balance" 
on the court. Those making that claim 
never complained about the lack of "bal
ance" during the heyday of the Warren 
Court. They showed no constitutional con
sternation when liberal rulings overturned 
established conservative decisions. Now that 
liberal sacred ground is threatened, sudden
ly the notion of "balance" is in vogue. Bal
ance is relative. If anything, a more conserv
ative court is needed in the 1990s to "bal
ance" the liberal court of the 1960s and 
1970s. 

The big point the liberals are missing is 
that Bork is simply not the ogre they make 
him out to be. His writings are controver-

sial, but actions speak louder than words. 
During Bork's tenure on the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia, not 
one of his decisions has been overruled by 
the Supreme Court on appeal. 

Furthermore, Bork is a devout follower of 
judicial restraint; he favors judicial inter
vention only when absolutely necessary. He 
is more likely to vote to maintain the status 
quo than incite a conservative counterrevo
lution. 

When the political hysteria and opportun
ism is stripped away, what remains is a Su
preme Court nominee with outstanding 
qualifications whose ideology has been un
fairly distorted. Bork deserves to be con
firmed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
would just note that the editorial is 
titled "The Bork Brouhaha" and the 
subtitle is "Opposition Tainted by Op
portunism." The editorial takes the 
opponents of Judge Bark to task for 
unfairness, unreasonable conduct and 
irresponsible charges against the 
nominee. 

Inasmuch as some Members of the 
Senate are campaigning for the Presi
dency, I thought they might like to 
read this editorial from one of the im
portant papers in New Hampshire, a 
State which everyone knows has the 
first Presidential primary. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
TOMORROW AT 11 A.M. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if there 
be no further business, I move, in ac-

cordance with the order previously en
tered that the Senate stand in ad
journment until the hour of 11 o'clock 
tomorrow morning. 

The motion was agreed to and the 
Senate, at 6:37 p.m., adjourned until 
Tuesday, August 4, 1987, at 11 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nomination received by 

the Senate August 3, 1987: 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Samuel A. Auto, Jr., of New Jersey, to be 
U.S. attorney for the district of New Jersey 
for the term of 4 years, vice W. Hunt 
Dumont, resigned. 

CONFIRMATION 
Executive nomination confirmed QY 

the Senate August 3, 1987: 
FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

Alan Greenspan, of New York, to be a 
Member of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System for the unexpired 
term of 14 years from February 1, 1978. 

Alan Greenspan, of New York, to be 
Chairman of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve System for a term of 4 
years. 

The above nomination was approved sub
ject to the nomin~e's commitment to re
spond to requests to appear and testify 
before any duly constituted committee of 
the Senate. 
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